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The Anti-Nazi League recently claimed a major victory over the 
fascist British National Party. Seasoned observers on the left could 
be forgiven for wondering when it has ever claimed anything else 



A ll sides boasted of success at the 
August 17-18 ‘Red, White and 
Blue’ festival staged by the fas¬ 
cist British National Party in Lancashire. 

On the BNP’s website, the report of the 
event crows that the “unwashed rabble 
of the ANL” were unable to prevent 
“about 1,200” people enjoying a “tre¬ 
mendous weekend” of bouncy castles, 
five-aside footie and political events. 

To give a tantalising glimpse of the 
fun, the site features photos including 
one of two blokes queuing at a stall serv¬ 
ing “wholesome rolls filled with British 
bacon and beef’ - no nancy-boy veggies 
welcome, presumably. Like Hitler, for in¬ 
stance. 

Just a quick click and up comes the 
ANL’s site, which tells us that the two 
days were a debacle, a small disaster for 
the fascists. According to this report, 
“Fewer than 400 Nazis turned up for the 
Lancashire event... some 100 ANL pro¬ 
testors broke through the five-kilometre 
exclusion zone imposed by the police 
and mounted a picket next to the rally 
site.” This was described as another im¬ 
portant “setback” for the Nazis and BNP 
leader Griffin was “visibly rattled during 
his ‘keynote’ speech”. The event 
“flopped in the face of ANL protests”, 
the comrades brag. 

Skirmishes such as the RWB event are 
useful in two ways. First, they remind us 
just how peripheral the BNP are to Brit¬ 
ish politics. Secondly, however, they also 
highlight how marginal the revolutionary 
left also is, its potential notwithstanding. 
Despite its relative riches in terms of 
cadre, resources, intellectual talent, or¬ 
ganisational resources and its universal- 
ist message, the Marxist left’s growth 
remains stunted by sectarianism. 

A pristine example of this is the reality 
of the ANL itself, of course. Despite its 
website claim to be a “broad-based, mass 
organisation”, the ANL is a front for the 
Socialist Workers Party, pure and simple. 
It has no democratic structures, no regu¬ 
lar publication, no life outside the cam¬ 
paigning priorities set by the SWP 
apparatus. It is a particularly dim compo¬ 
nent of the constellation of ‘united fronts’ 
(Stop the War Coalition, the ANL, the 
Socialist Alliance, Globalise Resistance, 
etc) that revolve around the SWP, per¬ 
ceived of as the revolutionary party in 
miniature by the organisation’s leader¬ 
ship. 

Thus, far from dealing decisive blows 
to the micro-BNP, the SWP’s fractured, 
sectarian approach, as embodied in 
fronts such as the ANL, ensures that the 
revolutionaries cannot even fight the 
eccentric fascists effectively, let alone 
take on our main enemy, the Blair gov¬ 
ernment. To do that, the working class 
needs a party. 

The one element of the SWP’s ‘united 
front constellation’ that resembles in 
outline the type of organisation we need 
is the Socialist Alliance - even leading 
members of the SWP concede that it 
“does some of the things that parties 
normally do” (Alex Callinicos Socialist 
Review April). However, despite the claim 
in the same article that the SA is “devel¬ 
oping a broader campaigning profile”, the 
SWP has been at pains to ensure that the 
SA’s remit is strictly limited to fighting 
elections and not much more. As Callini¬ 


cos puts it, “the SA 
takes as its starting 
point a more specific 
facet” of the process 
of political radicalisa- 
tion the SWP sees 
sweeping Europe by 
“seeking to provide 
an alternative to New 
Labour, especially ... 
at elections ... and 
thereby offer disaf¬ 
fected Labour Party 
members and sup¬ 
porters a new political 
home” (ibid). 

The ANL's con¬ 
centration on the BNP 
“Nazis” chimes in 
with the SWP’s farci¬ 
cal characterisation 
of this period as “the 
1930s in slow mo¬ 
tion”, defined by 
growing poles at the 
extreme left and right 
of the political spec¬ 
trum and a disintegrat¬ 
ing centre. If it put forward this nonsense 
in the Socialist Alliance - precisely be¬ 
cause the SA is not under the sect disci¬ 
pline of the SWP, but is actually an 
alliance of the vast majority of the revo¬ 
lutionary left in Britain today - it would 
face challenges to this ludicrous politi¬ 
cal prognosis and would be forced to 
theoretically justify it in open debate 
with other Marxists. Positions would 
have to be argued, meetings convened 
and votes taken. That is, precisely the 
sort of inconvenient democratic proce¬ 
dures the SWP leadership has disposed 
of inside its own sect. 


In truth, active identification with the 
BNP will remain low. Occasionally, 
around very specific issues in particular 
areas, it may be able to plug into the res¬ 
ervoir of reactionary opinion that exists 
in British society. But by and large the 
mainstream parties are able to set and 
dominate the terms of political discourse 
and maintain the class and social stabil¬ 
ity needed for accumulation. That will 
only change when the working class is 
able to organise itself not only in defence 
of its interests under capitalism but 
against capitalism itself. Only under such 
conditions would sections of the capi¬ 


talist class look towards fas¬ 
cism - in essence non-state 
counterrevolutionary fight¬ 
ing formations - as a solu¬ 
tion. Ideologically that 
would require a very differ¬ 
ent organisation to the one 
mn by Nick Griffin - openly 
Nazi past, rabid anti-semit- 
ism, secret Hider worship, 
etc. Meanwhile, Griffin’s 
group is and will continue 
to be marginal (although the 
ANL can claim no real 
credit for this). The fascists 
have had some tiny suc¬ 
cesses. In the May local 
elections, the party won 
three council seats in Bum- 
ley - an important break¬ 
through. (Characteristically, 
the ANL statement at the 
time claimed that the BNP 
would be “particularly dev¬ 
astated by the result in Old¬ 
ham” where it failed to win 
a seat, rather than encour¬ 
aged by the Burnley re¬ 
sults!) However, it is not a serious threat 
to our class. 

In truth, we will deal with the BNP scum 
as a by-product of building a viable po¬ 
litical alternative to Blair’s reactionary 
Labour government. However, this re¬ 
quires a little joined up political thinking 
by the left. 

For instance, the major intervention of 
the ANL at election times - ever since 
Derek Beakon won the BNP’s first coun¬ 
cil seat in east London’s Isle of Dogs in 
1993 - has been the call, ‘Don’t vote nazi! ’ 
Before the advent of the S A, this was nor¬ 
mally taken as a call to vote Labour at 


best, or any other bourgeois party at 
worst. Thus, in 1993, it implicitly told a 
white working class constituency who 
had been so alienated by the decades of 
Labour rule that it had actually turned to 
home-grown nazis, to ... well, go back to 
voting Labour again. 

The development of the SA represents 
a potential way to break this impasse. An 
SA party would be able to campaign on 
all the issues facing the class, to under¬ 
cut the electoral support of the right by 
presenting a comprehensive programme. 
Through consistent work - coordinated 
in a regular newspaper - it would be able 
to sink roots in local communities and 
start to represent real layers of the class 
itself, not just a few isolated sects. 

Of course, this would represent a threat 
to the SWP as presently constituted. The 
ANL is simply a transmission belt into 
the ranks of the SWP; its role in fighting 
“the nazis” is entirely secondary. If anti¬ 
fascist campaigning were integrated into 
the work of a genuine party formation, 
the first task would be a give an account 
of the balance of forces in contemporary 
Britain - the real strength of the fascists, 
the hold of reactionary ideas and the true 
weight of the left. The first duty of work¬ 
ing class politicians is to look reality in 
the face. Otherwise they are useless to 
our class. 

All of which brings us back to the idyl¬ 
lic English countryside and the tame 
stand-off between the BNP and the ANL. 
Whatever the truth of the conflicting 
claims on the size of the event and the 
effectiveness of the anti-fascists protest, 
one tiling is clear. Even if we accept the 
premise that the event “flopped”, there 
is no way the ANL could feasibly claim 
responsibility for this. How? Did aniving 
fascists take one look at the huge and 
militant counter-demonstration and head 
back home? Has the ANL destroyed the 
popular base of the BNP in Burnley 
through consistent propaganda and 
campaigning alongside people and mak¬ 
ing real advances for their common in¬ 
terests? Is the BNP membership cowed, 
intimidated and on the mn in the face of 
a rampant ANL? 

So a sense of perspective is key. We 
should note the small-scale successes of 
the BNP without becoming hysterical. 
Token protests such as the ANL’s at this 
year's RWB are worthy, but should not 
be overblown. Britain is not about to be 
won to fascism, let alone see “a repeat of 
Hitler’s terror” (ANL website). The ur¬ 
gent necessity of the British left is to unite 
into something that can be built into a 
party that can counterpose itself as a 
viable alternative to Blair’s Labour, not 
to 800 or so losers in a field in Lancashire. 

In his speech to the fascists’ final rally, 
Nick Griffin dubbed the BNP “the only 
socialist party in Britain”. This is non¬ 
sense of course, but indicative of the fact 
that even the fascists have worked out 
that there is a vacuum in British politics 
that can only be filled by a party of the 
working class. 

Griffin’s claptrap about the “socialist” 
BNP is about as convincing as Hitler’s 
commitment to his version of ‘socialism’. 
But the question is - where are the genu¬ 
ine socialists? What is holding us back, 
comrades? • 

Mark Fischer 
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Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


No AWL split 

Thanks to ‘Ideas for freedom’, Commu¬ 
nist University and the pages of the 
Weekly Worker, I now have a much bet¬ 
ter idea how things stand between the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and the 
CPGB. 

You seem to believe that we are divided 
on the question of the Socialist Alliance 
and over the CPGB. There are certainly 
differences of emphasis and assessment 
and an ongoing debate over the SA, and 
on the CPGB I would say we are still at 
the exploratory stage. But your hoped- 
for split just ain’t going to happen. 

What is all this about “the pro-party 
AWLers” (Marcus Strom Weekly Worker 
August 22)? The AWL is 100% ‘pro¬ 
party’- We are for the building of a prole¬ 
tarian revolutionary party. That’s what 
we’re about, the reason for our existence. 
We’re not a drinking club or a dating 
agency (more’s the pity). How could you 
doubt that we’re all ‘pro-party’? 

That’s not, of course, what’s meant. 
This is just a reformulation of the ‘econo¬ 
mist/political’ divide. This is just an at¬ 
tempt to conjure into existence a faction 
with your politics within the AWL. You 
have every right (indeed a political duty) 
to try and convince AWL members, in¬ 
dividually and as a group, of your poli¬ 
tics. But you can’t just co-opt them into 
your faction by sleight of hand, without 
asking them. 

Marcus is clearly trying to imply sup¬ 
port for your ‘SA party’ project within 
the AWL - which does not exist. You 
know what our conference policy is, and 
it doesn’t include ‘SA party’: in fact it 
explicitly argues against it. If indeed there 
were ‘pro-SA party’ elements within the 
AWL, they should be arguing for us to 
change our policy to one more in line with 
yours - and they’re not. 

After the Communist University ses¬ 
sion on the SA paper, I circulated my 
assessment of what we, the AWL, agree 
on: “A broad SA paper that could unite 
and mobilise substantial forces outside 
us and [the CPGB] - we’d be very much 
in favour of that, but realistically it is not 
on the cards at this time. What their ac¬ 
tual proposal comes down to is a merged 
Weekly Worker!Solidarity (they have 
offered to give up the Weekly Worker, we 
are not in a position to publish two pa¬ 
pers; the ‘independents’ do not repre¬ 
sent anything substantial politically). A 
joint paper on that narrow basis is really 
a proposal to converge the two organi¬ 
sations, or for chaos and factionalism 
(which those of us who remember would 
never wish to repeat). A very different 
discussion is necessary for the merging 
of two tendencies than is suggested by 
a ‘joint unofficial paper’. 

“We have a lot more to lose in closing 
down Solidarity (they already have all 
their eggs in the SA basket; we’re in¬ 
volved in lots of other work which could 
be dismpted by the change). We have a 
very different conception from them as 
to what a paper is, represented by the 
different papers we actually produce. We 
don’t want to sell the Weekly Worker or 
even a hybrid Weekly Worker!Solidar¬ 
ity. They haven’t really made a case for 
what benefits we’d derive to compensate 
for the disruption. There are enormous 
differences in political culture, strategic 
orientation and understanding of the 
role of the party between our two organi¬ 
sations.” 

Nobody in the AWL has come back 
to dispute this summary. Inertia perhaps, 
but I would expect the leading comrades 
to point me to the error of my ways - 
they’ve never been shy of doing so in 
the past. If the situation were as fraught 
as you suggest, would we have sent to 
Communist University comrades whose 
views span the whole spectrum of 
stances toward the SA, from Tom 


Cashman to Richard Bayley? Perhaps as 
‘semi-anarchists’ we couldn’t exercise 
the necessary discipline. Or maybe it was 
a really Machiavellian double-bluff to 
prove how united we are. 

Instead of, like Le Carre’s cold war 
Russia-watchers. trying to discern splits 
and factions from whispered conversa¬ 
tion and luring us into drunken indiscre¬ 
tions (though I’m very much in favour 
of that particular approach), can we have 
a political debate? We are not the SWP. 

Let’s continue joint initiatives on areas 
we do agree on (Palestine, political islam, 
the euro) and set up a structured discus¬ 
sion to clarify underlying differences. 

“Sean suggested we debate Afghani¬ 
stan," Marcus quipped in response to a 
proposal for debate, as if it were a non¬ 
sensical. angels-on-the-head-of-a-pin 
suggestion. If Mark Osborn believes 
you’re still “90% Stalinist" it’s probably 
due to that attitude. We think Afghani¬ 
stan is the 20th century in a nutshell: it 
contains all the issues in a concentrated 
and extreme form. But we’re not Afghan 
fetishists. It could be Poland, Spain 1938, 
China - you name it. You can’t just pre¬ 
tend the years 1925-91 didn’t happen. 
There has to be some accounting. 

It’s not about name-calling. The fact 
is, our very different conceptions of the 
party are derived from what we have 
learned (or not) of the fate of Lenin’s 
party and the ravages on the working 
class internationally when the name 
‘communism’ was hijacked by anti-work¬ 
ing class predators. You can’t have it 
both ways. You can’t claim the name and 
the flag and the hammer and sickle and 
not address the war crimes against our 
class committed under those symbols. 
Gerry Byrne 
AWL 

Anti-semitic? 

Comrade Clive Bradley makes a valiant 
attempt to defend his - and many Alliance 
for Workers’ Liberty comrades’ - asser¬ 
tion that the left is guilty of a ‘ ‘form of anti¬ 
semitism” (Letters, August 22). However, 
his letter ultimately adds little substance 
to a charge that is, in essence, a figment 
of the febrile imagination of certain com¬ 
rades within the AWL. 

For comrade Bradley, what we are de¬ 
bating is “whether it is acceptable that 
sections of the left display reactionary at¬ 
titudes towards jews”. It is assumed a 
priori that such attitudes exist in the first 
place. Surely it is a tmth of the utmost 
banality that reactionary and chauvinis¬ 
tic attitudes are intolerable within our 
movement. But where is comrade 
Bradley’s proof that the left holds “reac¬ 
tionary attitudes towards jews” - not just 
Israeli jews, but jews in general ? Where 
are the quotes from Socialist Worker dis¬ 
playing “reactionary attitudes towards 
jews”? I scanned the comrade’s letter and 
found none. I also scoured the AWL’s 
Two nations, two states pamphlet in 
vain. Maybe I am being unfair. Maybe 
the comrade can enlighten us. But I sus¬ 
pect not, because no such material exists. 

Tellingly, for comrade Bradley defining 
the difference between Hamas and the 
Socialist Workers Party is reduced to a 
matter of psychology. Apolitical eye¬ 
wash. Comrade Bradley’s drift from con¬ 
crete politics into psychobabble is 
illuminating only in that it reveals the star¬ 
tling weakness of his political case. If the 
question is approached politically then 
the difference between the two is, of 
course, easy to divine. It is not to be 
found in different psychological profiles, 
but in differing political programmes. 

Much play is made of a tendency on 
the left to draw parallels between the 
actions of the Israeli government and 
those of the Nazis. Undoubtedly it is true 
that these parallels do appeal' in left propa¬ 
ganda. The specific merits of such a his¬ 
torical comparison are questionable both 
on an theoretical and political level as well. 
But, however clumsy and inaccurate 
such comparisons may be, they scarcely 


prove the existence of rampant anti¬ 
semitism on the left. 

Along with holocaust parallels, the 
other factor that damns the left in the eyes 
of comrade Bradley is its denial of “col¬ 
lective [ie, national] rights” to Israeli jews. 
At least we are getting to the nub of the 
issue. For the charge of anti-semitism is 
based mainly on a reaction against the 
left’s attitude towards Israel. We can 
both agree that a genuine problem exists 
here. But diagnoses of die cause of the 
disease are totally different. Comrade 
Bradley would have us believe that the 
cause is an irrational prejudice held by 
the left against jews. This is clearly not 
the case. 

Israeli jews are not the only group that 
are denied collective or national rights by 
the left, as comrade Ian Donovan has 
already pointed out and, indeed, as com¬ 
rade Bradley himself acknowledges. He 
admits that the left’s “hostility to the jews 
is not worse than towards other groups” 
but then, confusingly, states that “im¬ 
plicit attitudes towards jews which exist 
on the left are not common towards other 
groups, loyalists notwithstanding”. 

Looking at the SWP’s thinking on the 
national question, its denial of Israeli 
jews’ collective rights is easy to explain. 
As I have pointed out before in these 
pages, the SWP possesses a totally one¬ 
sided understanding of national rights. 
For it, the right to self-determination is 
“confined to those movements whose 
demands for national independence 
bring them into conflict with imperialism, 
and whose victory will therefore under¬ 
mine imperialism’ ’ (‘Programmatic confu¬ 
sion’ Weekly Worker April 18). It is this 
impoverished ‘Leninism’ that leads the 
SWP to deny the national rights of both 
the Israeli jews and the British-Irish. 
Looked at through this prism, the SWP’s 
attitude towards Israel becomes much 
more understandable - not as a product 
of an irrational prejudice held against 
jews, but as a product of its programmatic 
weakness. 

It is a great shame that certain AWL 
comrades insist on peddling the myth of 
an ‘anti-semitic left’. Seemingly, having 
found what they feel to be a magnificent 
stick with which to beat the SWP, some 
comrades are determined not to let the 
facts get in the way of a good argument. 
But this disarms a serious critique of the 
majority of the left’s programmatic weak¬ 
nesses on this question. It alienates our 
potential audience and it directs our fire, 
away from concrete programmatic faults, 
towards ‘anti-semitic’ straw men. 
James Mallory 
email 

Double standards 

Clive Bradley of the AWL is correct to 
upbraid Ian Donovan for his invalid com¬ 
parison between Israel’s policies towards 
the Palestinians and Nazi Germany’s pre- 
1939 policies towards jews. 

But his (correct) insistence that Israeli 
policies towards the Palestinian are not 
genocidal is completely undermined by 
his organisation's insistence that Ser¬ 
bian policies towards the Kosovan Al¬ 
banians were “genocidal”. That the 
Kosovan Albanians suffered systematic 
discrimination at the hands of the Yugo¬ 
slav authorities is undeniable; what the 
Palestinians have suffered since 1948 at 
the hands of the Israeli state amounts to 
much the same tiring. Yet for the AWL, 
one was genocidal, the other is not. 

It is thus hardly legitimate for comrade 
Bradley to accuse people, as he does, of 
having double standards. 

Paul Flewers 
London 

Debating Labour 

At a public meeting called on July 23 by 
the London district of the Communist 
Party of Britain, Liz Davies - former Isling¬ 
ton Labour councillor and member of the 
Labour Party’s national executive com¬ 


mittee; current chair of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance - and Rob Griffiths, CPB general 
secretary, debated ‘Labour and the un¬ 
ions: what future for the link?’ with a ca¬ 
pacity audience in the small Conway Hall. 

Rob said that the Labour Party is the 
mass electoral party of the working class. 
It gets millions of votes and holds politi¬ 
cal office. The question is, how do we win 
the Labour Party back for progressive 
policies? There was no realistic alterna¬ 
tive at election times. Rob was not op¬ 
posed to the current trade union tactic 
of keeping more political fund money for 
direct union use or for sponsoring un- 
ion-friendly left Labour MPs, while pay¬ 
ing the minimum in affiliation fees to the 
party. He did not approve of union 
branches exercising local democratic 
control and fragmenting the funds. 

Liz wants to democratise the unions’ 
political funds. Why should unions feed 
die hand that bites diem, she said, refer¬ 
ring to Labour’s privatisation policies. 
The Labour Party is getting a lot of 
money from big business for favours 
given. It is not possible to change the 
party back. Working class members are 
leaving in droves or becoming inactive. 
Young people won’t join. New Labour 
activists run the party. The constituen¬ 
cies are anti-radical. The democratic struc¬ 
tures of the party have been shut down. 
Members cannot put motions directly. 
There are no favours for the unions. The 
representatives of New Labour run die 
unions rather dian the other way. Con¬ 
ference motions do not affect policy. 

From the floor, I pointed out that die 
working class had lost out on all political 
fronts over the past 50 years because it 
had no political party to act on its behalf. 
As workers, notably on the railways, 
were betrayed by Labour, they left the 
Labour Party. What advice would Rob 
and Liz give to those workers? 

I went on to say that individual Labour 
Party members no longer needed to be 
union members. The previous Saturday’s 
Socialist Campaign Group conference, 
‘After New Labour’, was filled witii the 
usual bunch of optimistic windbags. 
Why were they not setting up any ma¬ 
chinery to reclaim Labour for progressive 
politics, if they believed this possible? 

Liz and Rob replied to the wide-rang¬ 
ing discussion which revealed that La¬ 
bour Party membership and votes are 
only going up in Tory areas. Liz did not 
take up my question. Presumably she 
feels that die Socialist Alliance is not yet 
ready for ordinary working class people 
to join. Rob actually said, in so many 
words, that workers let down by Labour 
should join the Communist Party or the 
Young Communist League. 

Suppose said workers are not commu¬ 
nists and don’t want to become commu¬ 
nists, Rob. What should they join? 

Ivor Kenna 
London 

Slate system 

One hopes that at the next Socialist Alli¬ 
ance AGM the slate system of voting will 
be abolished. 

Apparendy the slates were adopted as 
a temporary means whereby conference 
would elect the national executive com¬ 
mittee. But the NEC is too important to 
be left to the attention of only die con¬ 
ference. It should be the responsibility 
of every SA member. Attendance at con¬ 
ference represents approximately one 
quarter of the actual membership. It is 
profoundly politically unethical that a 
majority of comrades are excluded from 
the decision-making process. 

There is a viable alternative to slates: 
postal voting, used for the elections of 
their general secretaries by the PCSU, 
RMT and Amicus. The cost of postal 
voting for the NEC could be reduced by 
biennial elections. Officers may be 
elected either by single transferable vote 
or by a simple majority. 

The sooner the slates are abolished, 
die more people wril want to join the So¬ 


cialist Alliance, the sooner the Socialist 
Alliance can be relaunched as a party. 

Philip Maguire 

Wolverhampton 

Death fast 

After 672 days of resistance struggle we 
have lost our 94th martyr: Birsen Hosver. 

Nobody can escape from the reality of 
our country. For that means hunger, un¬ 
employment, price rises and oppression. 
In a land where 18% of the population is 
condemned to live below the level of 
absolute poverty, where coffins are car¬ 
ried from the prisons one after the other, 
in a land where massacres are treated as 
if they were fate or a ‘natural disaster’, 
the way to change this reality is not the 
ballot box, but through revolutionary 
struggle. Things can only be changed 
by resisting and organising. 

Our comrade Birsen Hosver was bom 
in 1970 in Istanbul. Her fanrily came from 
Pazar, in Rize Province (on Turkey’s east¬ 
ern Black Sea coast). She was a Laz, and 
Laz was her native language. She stud¬ 
ied in Ankara University and had already 
taken part in the struggles and organisa¬ 
tions of young people. She was detained 
and spent months in jail. After she was 
released she devoted herself completely 
to tlie struggle. 

After she decided to become a peo¬ 
ple’s liberation fighter, she was arrested 
on February 5 1999.18 months after join¬ 
ing the guerrillas. Everything else is ex¬ 
plained in the letter she wrote when she 
volunteered for the death fast: 

“Around December 19 the days 
passed differently for me. I saw myself 
and the situation more clearly. We are part 
of a mighty and glorious resistance. 
Nobody would have believed it, but we 
are achieving it. All that gives me great 
strength. At this time there is no alterna¬ 
tive to resistance. We are dying, one af¬ 
ter the other. I am veiy sad for them. They 
sacrifice themselves and there are very 
many of them. When the very young as 
well as old men and women can be so 
selfless and die, there is not much more 
to discuss. I should take part in this re¬ 
sistance.” 

And like hundreds of comrades, when 
her turn came, she lay down to die on 
September 26 2001 as a resistance fighter 
in the 7th death fast team. While she was 
in Malatya prison she was seized and put 
in with ordinary (non-political) prisoners 
in an effort to break her resistance, and 
finally she was placed in total isolation. 
But they could not break her. 

On August 22, in Ankara Numune 
hospital, she became immortal as one of 
the heroines of the great resistance. 
DHKC 
London 

Net socialism 

Having read ‘Extreme democracy and the 
limits of capital’ on your website, it seems 
to me that all the problems could be 
solved with the simple remedy of allow¬ 
ing people to vote for their own laws 
(Weekly Worker April 4). 

My simple solution is that, as we now 
have the internet and mobile phones, we 
should now be able to vote for individual 
laws ourselves. It’s just about impossi¬ 
ble to corrupt millions of voters. 

An additional benefit of the internet 
that I’ve seen is that it creates competi¬ 
tion which drives down prices. For exam¬ 
ple, I used to pay £17 per month for my 
contact lenses, but now pay £5 per 
month by getting them off the net. £5 ap¬ 
peal's to be as low as it can go and still 
allows the supplier to make a living wage. 
In this way, the supplier enjoys the fruits 
of their labour, and I as a consumer am 
not being exploited. 

In effect true socialism, without the 
need for an inefficient bureaucracy, and 
likely acceptable to people of all political 
persuasions. 

James Dey 
email 
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EARTH SUMMIT 



Protesting in Johannesburg before the police assault 

March attacked 


ACTION 

CPGB London seminars 

Sunday September 1, 5pm - ‘After the 1926 General Strike: the 
price of respectability’, using Ralph Milliband’s Parliamentary 
socialism as a study guide. 

Sunday September 8, 5pm - ‘Formal democracy and the west’, 
using Ellen Meiksins Wood's Democracy against capitalism 
as a study guide. 

Palestinian rights 

Protest on the steps of St Martin's in the Fields, Trafalgar Square, 
every Wednesday, from 5.30pm to 6.30pm. 

Immediate withdrawal of Israeli troops from the occupied terri¬ 
tories. For an independent Palestinian state with the same rights 
as Israel. For the right of both peoples to live in peace in their 
own territories. Condemn Israeli state terrorism, and islamic ter¬ 
rorism against Israeli civilians. 

Organised by Justice for the Palestinians. Supported by Alli¬ 
ance for Workers' Liberty, Communist Party of Great Britain, 
Worker-communist Party of Iraq, International Federation of 
Iraqi Refugees, Worker-communist Party of Iran, International 
Federation of Iranian Refugees, International Campaign for a 
Referendum for Kurdistan. 

SA national council 

Saturday September?, 12 noon- 5pm, council chamber, Birming¬ 
ham town hall. One voting delegate per local SA with pooled 
fare. Observers welcome. 

Remember Larkin 

March and rally against fascism - 5th annual James Larkin com¬ 
memoration, Saturday September 7. Assemble 12 noon. Mount 
Pleasant, Liverpool. 

Euro debate 

For Yorkshire and Humberside SA comrades, Sunday Septem¬ 
ber 8, 2pm-5pm. Organised by Leeds Socialist Alliance. Email 
matthewcaygill@aol.com for further details, including location 
and map. 


O n Saturday August 24 South African 
police attacked the ‘Freedom of ex¬ 
pression’ march in Johannesburg, or¬ 
ganised jointly by the Social Movements 
Indaba (SMI) and the International Forum on 
Globalisation. At least three marchers were in¬ 
jured and a prominent South African film¬ 
maker, Rehad Desai, arrested. 

The march was intended as a public state¬ 
ment of protest against the South African 
government’s increasingly brutal repression 
of those who would dare voice dissent 
against the corporate agenda of the World 
Summit on Sustainable Development and 
government policies that are wreaking such 
devastation on the poor. Armed with candles, 
the several hundred marchers from all over 
South Africa and from various comers of the 
globe were proceeding from Wits University 
(in Braamfontein) to the Johannesburg cen¬ 
tral prison (John Vorster Square), when the 
police, without warning, attacked them with 
concussion grenades. 

In the ensuing melee, a Canadian activist, 
Karen Coge, was hit by one of the grenades 


and had to be mshed to hospital, suffering 
from serious bums. Anti-Privatisation mem¬ 
ber Dudu Mphenyeke was also taken to hos¬ 
pital with a dislocated knee and at least one 
other marcher was injured. Several children 
who had joined the peaceful march were left 
in a state of trauma. Desai, who was filming 
the march, was arrested for “obstructing po¬ 
lice operations” and hauled off to Hillbrow 
police station, where he was charged and re¬ 
leased on 1,000 rands (£65) bail. Several inter¬ 
nationally renowned anti-globalisation 
activists and intellectuals, including Vandana 
Shiva, Maude Barlow, Naomi Klein. Tony 
Clarke and John Saul, were caught up in the 
police attack. 

After the attack, marchers regrouped in the 
street and faced off against a small army of 
heavily armed and aggressive police. March 
leaders attempted to reason with the police 
to allow the march to proceed, to no avail. 
The police responded by indicating that they 
were prepared to forcibly arrest everyone. 
After a spirited street rally, marchers peace¬ 
fully dispersed. 


The events are only further confirmation of 
the ever narrowing space in the ‘new’ South 
Africa for the exercise of the basic constitu¬ 
tional and human rights to freedom of expres¬ 
sion and assembly. If not before, it should now 
be crystal clear that the South African gov¬ 
ernment is hell-bent on smashing legitimate 
dissent by whatever means they deem appro¬ 
priate, including attacking peaceful marchers 
and terrorising children. The ghosts of the 
South African past are returning with a venge¬ 
ance. 

The SMI says again - the South African 
government is making a serious mistake if it 
believes that it can bludgeon into submission 
those who seek to expose the W$$D for the 
fraud that it is and who oppose government 
policies against the poor. The freedoms that 
so many South Africans fought so long for 
will not be given up because of the arrogance 
and authoritarianism of a new set of elites. 

It is time for all those who support such 
freedoms to stand up and be counted. Silence 
is the voice of complicity • 

Dale McKinley 


Where to get the 
Weekly Worker 


■ London 

Bookmarks Bloomsbury 
Street, WC1 

Centreprise Bookshop 136- 
138 Kingsland High Street, 
E8 2NS 

Dillons Bookshop Queen 
Mary College, 329 Mile End 
Road, El 

Freedom Books Angel Alley, 
84B Whitechapel High 
Street, El 7QX 
Housmans 5 Caledonian 
Road, N1 

Index Books 16 Electric 
Avenue, SW9 
New Beacon Books 76 
Stroud Green Road, N4 3EN 
Politico’s 8 Artillery Row, 
SW1P 1RZ 

■ Bristol 

Greenleaf 82 Colston Street, 
BS1 5BB 

■ Cardiff 

Rebecca Books 131 Crwys 
Road, CF2 4NH 


■ Edinburgh 

Word Power 43 West 
Nicolson Street, EH8 

■ Glasgow 

Barrett Newsagents 263 
Byres Road 

■ Hull 

Page One Books 9 Princes 
Avenue 

■ Leicester 

Little Thorn 73 Humberstone 
Gate, LEI 1WB 

■ Liverpool 

News from Nowhere 98 Bold 
Street, LI 4HY 

■ Manchester 

The Bookshop 441 

Wilmslow Road, Withington, 
M4 4AN 

■ Northampton 

Blackcurrent Books 4 Allen 
Road, NN1 4NE 

■ Southampton 
October Books 4 Onslow 
Road, S02 0JB 



LOVE MUSIC 

HATE RACISM 

SUNDAY 1 




Political fund 

Conference called by Unison to debate the review of the politi¬ 
cal fund agreed by annual conference 2001. Saturday Septem¬ 
ber 14, 1pm (registration from 12 noon). University of 
Northumbria, Ellison Place, Newcastle. 07801 743444. 

Globalisation, imperialism and war 

Socialist Alliance public meeting, Thursday September 19, 
7.30pm, Conway Hall, Red Lion Square, London (nearest tube 

- Holbom). Waged £4, unwaged £2. 

Speakers include Paul Foot, Mark Serwotka and Liz Davies. Also 
invited - Asad Rehman (Stop the War Coalition steering com¬ 
mittee). 

Marxism and religion 

Debate - Friday September 20, 8pm, All Hallows church, 24 
Regent Terrace, Hyde Park, Leeds. Speakers: Ken Leech, An¬ 
glican priest and East End community theologian, author of The 
eye of the storm ; Mike Marqusee, Socialist Alliance activist, 
author of Redemption song ; Sean Matgamna, editor Workers' 
Liberty. 

For more details contact Ray Gaston - 0113 242 2205; 
ray@allhallowsleeds.org.uk. Supported by Leeds Socialist Al¬ 
liance. 

Two states 

Public meeting - ‘The way to Middle East peace - Israel/Pales¬ 
tine: the case for two states’. Saturday September 21, 2pm, 
Friends Meeting House, Euston Road (opposite Euston rail and 
tube stations). 

Speakers: Afif Safieh (PLO), Linda Grant (author and journal¬ 
ist), Sean Matgamna (Alliance for Workers’ Liberty), Ruth Elraz 
(Committee Against House Demolitions in Jerusalem), plus a 
guest speaker from Iraq on the threat of war. 

Organised by Committee for Two States - 020 7207 4774. 

SA euro conference 

Socialist Alliance national conference on Europe, Saturday 
October 12,1 lam. Registration from 10am. South Camden Com¬ 
munity School, Charrington Street, London NW1 (nearest tube 

- Euston). £10 waged, £6 unwaged. Creche available. 

Closing date for motions, emailed to office@socialistalliance.net: 
August 31. 

Welsh Socialist Voice 

Paper of the Welsh Socialist Alliance. £6 for 12 issues, payable 
to WSV, PO Box 369, Cardiff, CF24 3WW. 

Artists against the War 

Postcards - 50p each. 

• artistsagainstthewar@hotmail.com# 

• www.artistsagainstthewar.org.uk 

• wwwstopthewar.org 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group email 
rdgl20@hotmail.com 



www.cpgb.org.uk/action 
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Origins of fascism and 


O ver the last few years mainstream 
opinion in Europe has been 
shocked and dismayed by the 
electoral success of the far right. The 
Freedom Party of Susanne Riess-Passer 
and Jorg Haider sits in the Austrian cabi¬ 
net, as does the Alleanza Nazionale of 
Gianfranco Fini in Italy. Denmark’s con¬ 
servative government relies for its con¬ 
tinued survival on the MPs of Pia 
Kjaersgaard's Danske Folkeparti. Jean- 
Marie Le Pen caused a storm when he 
reached the second round in the May 
2002 French presidential elections. While 
in the Netherlands the Ljist Pirn Fortuyn 
came from virtually nowhere to push a 
humiliated Fabour Party into third place, 
gaining 23 MPs in the process. 

Other European countries have seen 
similar gains by the far right, hi Belgium 
the Vlaams Blok is a palpable force in 
Flanders and has 20 out of 50 seats in the 
Antwerp council. In Germany there is the 
Patty of the Rule of Law and Order led 
by Ronald Schill. Norway’s Progress 
Party under Carl Ivar Hagen won over 
15% of the vote in 1997. Christoph 
Blocher’s Centre Democratic Union per¬ 
formed even better in Switzerland in 1999. 
His party secured 22.6%. 

How should this political phenomenon 
- and it is a phenomenon, albeit a com¬ 
plex one, fragmented, coloured and 
shaped as it is by uneven national con¬ 
ditions - be assessed? 

According to many on the economistic 
left - most notably the Socialist Workers 
Party and its International Socialist Ten¬ 
dency - this is the 1930s in "slow motion”. 
Europe is witnessing the renewed for¬ 
ward march of fascism. Indeed in the 
hands of the SWP’s Anti-Nazi League - 
a narrow front of the typical kind - all far 
right parties should be branded with the 
loathsome stigma of Nazism and treated 
as such. 

The ANL is far from alone. Jacques 
Chirac, Lionel Jospin, Wim Koch, Jack 
Straw and their court media enthusiasti¬ 
cally took up the Nazi cry. In the US iso¬ 
lationists warn that Europe is reverting 
to the madness that produced two world 
wars. A new holocaust is on the agenda, 
maintain these friends of George W 
Bush. 

The dead Pirn Fortuyn certainly makes 
an odd Nazi. Fortuyn claimed to defend 
Dutch liberalism, liberties and tolerance. 
Openly homosexual, he dressed the 
dandy. Chauffeured around in a Bentley, 
Fortuyn reportedly began political life on 
the left. His LPF movement attacks offi¬ 
cial comiption, highlights crime and tilts 
at consensus politics. Ideological 
shibboleths such as the pending eco¬ 
logical collapse and multiculturalism are 
mockingly derided. 

Accept that Holland is essentially a 
single urban landscape. Forget agricul¬ 
ture, promote industrial and commercial 
growth, build more motorways and turn 
what remains of the countryside into 
parks. Worries about global warming and 
rising sea levels were answered by 
Fortuyn with the promise that he would 
increase the height of dykes. 

Fortuyn wanted the assimilation of all 
recent migrants into his imagined Dutch 
commonality. He singled out Koranic 
hostility to gays. Islam, he insisted, is a 
backward religion that had never under¬ 
gone its reformation. A halt should be put 
on further mass migration. Holland is full. 

Yet neo-Nazis such as the Nederlande 
Volksunie were shunned. Fortuyn de¬ 
nied any affinity between Le Pen and 
himself. He also indignantly rejected 
charges of racism. Appearing on TV, 
Fortuyn famously slapped down one 
critic by saying that he had nothing 
against Moroccans - “After all, Fve been 
to bed with so many of them”. The fact 
that Fortuyn’s deputy in Habitable Hol¬ 


land was bom in the Cape Verdi Islands 
and is black is therefore not insignificant. 

So is Pirn Fortuyn a fascist? And what 
of Susanne Riess-Passer’s and Jorg 
Haider’s Freedom Party, the Alleanza 
Nazionale, the Danske Folkeparti, Le 
Pen’s Front National, the Vlaams Blok, 
the Patty of the Rule of Law and Order 
and other such similar political forma¬ 
tions? 

Our intention in this article is to pro¬ 
vide an answer first by showing why a 
sloppy, catch-all use of the term is so dan¬ 
gerous. Next, what might be called the 
19th century precursors of fascism will 
be briefly discussed. Thus fascism can 
be put in its proper historical and socio¬ 
economic content. We shall then exam¬ 
ine fascism through the prism of how it 
was theoretically assessed and explained 
away by the bourgeois establishment. 
On that basis the contemporary situation 
can be grappled with. 

Fascism as insult 

The term ‘fascism’ has been subject to 
all manner of different definitions since it 
was first coined (Benito Mussolini 
adopted the fasces, a bundle of sticks 
with an axe at their centre, the symbol of 
state power in ancient Rome, as the em¬ 
blem of his movement). Mussolini’s ‘Ital¬ 
ian Fascisti of Combat’ was formed in 
March 1919 when 54 people - mostly 
demobilised soldiers, pro-war former 
syndicalists and extreme social chauvin¬ 
ists - signed up to his programme. Fas¬ 
cism, in the words of II Duce, stood 
against liberalism, the “exhausted de¬ 
mocracies” and the “violently utopian 
spirit of Bolshevism” (B Mussolini My 
autobiography London nd, p65). 

Nowadays on the left, however, the 
word has degenerated into little more titan 
a throwaway insult. Members of the 
Genoese paramilitary police force are 
dubbed fascists by black bloc anarchists; 
the guerrillaist left in Turkey describe all 
the country’s governments as fascist 
since the foundation of the modem state 
by Kernal Atatiirk in 1923; fascism is fre¬ 
quently equated with any manifestation 
of racism or anti-semitism; restrictions of 
civil liberties imposed by David Blunkett 
are denounced as creeping fascism, etc. 

Such abusive labelling rallies support, 
fills those who use it with righteous moral 
indignation and often provokes a pleas¬ 
ingly spluttering response from the tar¬ 
get. Yet it does nothing to reveal the true 
nature of fascism as it emerged histori¬ 
cally and functions as a social force in 
capitalist society. This is no matter of 
pedantry or semantics. 

If you shear fascism of history, if fas¬ 
cism is reduced to tittle more than some¬ 
thing unpleasant and threatening, an 
object of opprobrium, then one cannot 
methodologically distinguish between 
the role played by fascism in mercilessly 
destroying the organised working class 
in Europe dming the 1920s, 30s and 40s 
on the one hand and the Peterloo mas¬ 
sacre of 1819 or the anti-trade union leg¬ 
islation introduced by Margaret 
Thatcher’s government in the 1980s on 
the other. 

Giving back fascism a clear, definite, 
meaning by rooting it in history has noth¬ 
ing to do with any softness towards 
carabinieri violence in Genoa, fondness 
for the Turkish state, toleration of racism 
and anti-semitism, or endorsement of 
Blunkett’s draconian terrorism act. On the 
contrary, by labelling fascist what is not 
fascist, terrible mistakes in political prac¬ 
tice are inevitable and building an effec¬ 
tive movement against the real fascist 
menace is severely impaired. 

For example, in the late 1920s and early 
30s ‘official communism’ dogmatically 
classified everything and everyone from 
the Labour left to Ramsay MacDonald’s 


national government, and from German 
social democracy to Franklin D Roose¬ 
velt, under the rubric of fascism or ten¬ 
dencies towards fascism. Roosevelt’s 
New Deal administration was written 
about by Britain’s foremost communist 
political thinker as a “transition to fascist 
forms, especially in the economic and 
industrial field” (R Palme Dutt Fascism 
and the social revolution London 1934, 
P 251). 

Fascism was said to grow organically 
out of bourgeois democracy. According 
to Manuilsky, in his report to the execu¬ 
tive committee of the Communist Inter¬ 
national, only a liberal “can accept that 
there is a contradiction between bour¬ 
geois democracy and fascism” (quoted 
in M Kitchen Fascism London 1983, p5). 
Statin summed this approach up by cou¬ 
pling together social democracy and fas¬ 
cism as “twin brothers”. 

This ‘third period’ theory led the Com¬ 
munist Party of Germany to shun any 
united front with the “social fascist” 
Social Democracy. Meanwhile Adolf 
Hitler - supposedly not especially dan¬ 
gerous - swept to power. After 1933 the 
Communist Party and the Social Demo¬ 
cratic Party were both banned, trade 
unionism abolished and parliamentary 
democracy ended. Concentration camps 
awaited connnunists and social demo¬ 
crats alike. 

Over 1934-35 Statin’s Communist In¬ 
ternational ‘comected’ its analysis of fas¬ 
cism. First at the 13 th plenum, and then 
at the 7th congress, Georgi Dimitrov de¬ 
livered a new formulation which was duly 
adopted by all ‘official communist’ par¬ 
ties. Dimitrov redefined fascism as the 
“open ten'oristic dictatorship of the most 
reactionary, most chauvinist and most 
imperialist elements of finance capital” (G 
Dimitrov The working class against fas¬ 
cism London 1935, plO). 

His cure was, though, not much better 
than the original disease. Fascism was still 
viewed as a stage of capitalism. But over¬ 
coming fascism was completely divorced 
from the revolutionary class struggle 
against capital. Besides blessing coop¬ 
eration with social democrats, the door 
was held ajar for the forthcoming drive 
for popular fronts in every country - Brit¬ 
ain, India, US, France, Spain, etc. They 
would countenance communist support 
for the less terroristic, less chauvinistic 
and less imperialistic representatives of 
finance capital. Eg, Churchill, Roosevelt, 
de Gaulle. 

From afar Trotsky damned the ‘fourth 
period’ as a headlong dive into naked 
class collaboration. He ranked 
Comintern’s new tine on a par with so¬ 
cial democracy’s collapse before inter-im¬ 
perialist war in August 1914 - the 
Marseillaise had drowned out the 
Internationale. The Communist Interna¬ 
tional had entered the “social patriotic 
camp”, he concluded (L Trotsky Writings 
1935-36New York 1977, pl29). 

We can safely say, then, that putting 
the term ‘fascism’ on a finn scientific ba¬ 
sis hardly blunts, but greatly sharpens 
serious, meaningful political practice. 
Certainly without a correct theory the fas¬ 
cist gemi that ties festering in the belly of 
present-day socio-economic conditions 
can neither be successfully fought nor 
killed. 

Precursors 

Doubtless fascism’s intellectual origins 
tie in the late 19th and early 20th centu¬ 
ries. Social Darwinism, the pseudo-sci¬ 
ence of race, state worship, romantic 
national history, abhorrence of interna¬ 
tionalism and working class socialism 
were the dominant ideas of the European 
ruling classes prior to the outbreak of 
World War I. Colonial empires found jus¬ 
tification in racial theory. Romantic na¬ 


tional history and social Darwinism 
bound masses of people at home to the 
imagined community of the state and 
reconciled them to the existing hierarchi¬ 
cal social order. Nevertheless, though 
fascist leaders and their shrill publicists 
freely deployed such ruling class no¬ 
tions, they did so in an entirely dema¬ 
gogic fashion. There is with fascism no 
body of logically sustainable reasoning 
of the kind found in the catholic church 
or Marxism. Read Mein Kampf or Mus¬ 
solini’s My autobiography. Hence fran¬ 
tic leftist attempts to locate Le Pen’s 
‘fascism’ in some subtle anti-semitic code 
word or pouncing upon Jorg Haider’s 
‘fascist’ admiration for the Third Reich’s 
autobahns and public works programme 
is entirely misplaced. There is no fascist 
theory systematically linking proposition 
to practice. 

Organisationally fascism has precur¬ 
sors in the anti-liberal and anti-socialist 
counterrevolutionary movements of the 
same late 19th to early 20th century pe¬ 
riod. A loose analogy can be drawn be¬ 
tween Louis Napoleon Bonaparte’s 
movement and fascism. While not push¬ 
ing his case too far, August Thalheimer 
- a former top leader of the Communist 
Party of Germany - did just that and with 
rewarding results (see M Kitchen Fas¬ 
cism London 1983, pp71-75). Thalheimer 
took as his starting point the profound 
insights he found in Marx’s The 18th 
Brumaire of Louis Napoleon and The 
civil war in France. Leon Trotsky too 
argued that there is “an element of 
Bonapartism in fascism” (L Trotsky The 
struggle against fascism in Germany 
New York 1971, p444). 

In 1848 the bourgeois monarchy of 
Louis Philippe was overthrown. A popu¬ 
lar, working class-led revolution restored 
the republic. However, neither the work¬ 
ers nor the bourgeoisie proved strong 
enough to impose their rule upon soci¬ 
ety. The Cavaignac dictatorship could 
arrest Auguste Blanqui and suppress the 
workers, but could not score a decisive 
victory. There ensued an inherently un¬ 
stable revolutionary-counterrevolution- 
ary stand-off between the two classes. 
Under these circumstances Louis Bona¬ 
parte - nephew of emperor Napoleon I - 
met his destiny. 

Bonaparte gathered together a wide 
layer of decayed social elements - swin¬ 
dlers, thieves, pimps, discharged prison¬ 
ers, beggars, fonner soldiers, gamblers, 
ruined adventurers - those whom the 
French call la boheme. Backed by this 
volatile but easily manipulable social 
base. Bonaparte skilfully constructed a 
broad, cross-class coalition. 

Before workers and the lumpen-prole¬ 
tariat he spoke with flamboyant revolu¬ 
tionary phrases; the peasants were 
fobbed off with traditional family values 
and the promise of national glory. At the 
same time Bonaparte quietly aligned him¬ 


self to high finance. 

In December 1851 he seized power 
with the help of the French army. The 
Bonapartist state raised itself above so¬ 
ciety. Bourgeois political power lay bro¬ 
ken, but bourgeois social power had been 
rescued from the working class threat. 

The Boulangist movement and Paul 
Deroulede’s League of Patriots was also 
something of a prefiguration. It shot to 
brief prominence during the late 1880s. 
Mixing strident nationalism with mass 
agitation against parliamentary corrup¬ 
tion, influential members of the French 
Workers’ Party, including Marx’s son-in- 
law, Paul Lafargue, entertained the illu¬ 
sion that the Boulangist third way 
represented a “genuine mass move¬ 
ment” which could, if encouraged, de¬ 
velop a socialistic character. Like so many 
impatient leftists today, Lafargue tried to 
swim with a popular tide. Political islam 
comes to mind. 

Fredrick Engels for his part would have 
none of it. He urged the French comrades 
to “fight under their own flag” - against 
both the bourgeois political establish¬ 
ment and the Boulangists (Letter to Laura 
Lafargue, July 15 1888). 

Action Frangaise, established in 1899, 
bears an even closer approximate resem¬ 
blance to fascism. Action Frangaise com¬ 
bined anti-semitism with nationalism and 
dynastic royalism. Of key importance, 
though - here we have the first ‘shirt 
movement’: ie, rightwing fighting squads. 
The ‘Camelots du Roi’ began as Action 
Frangaise’s street gangs and in 1917 be¬ 
came a full blown mass counterrevolu¬ 
tionary militia. In February 1934 they 
were part of a royalist-fascist bloc - anned 
with revolvers, clubs and razors - which 
invaded the parliament building in Paris 
and put the reactionary government of 
Gaston Doumergue into power. 

The Union of Russian People, fotmed 
in 1905, likewise mobilised declassed el¬ 
ements into fighting squads. With the cry 
of Nicholas II on their lips and Holy Rus¬ 
sia beating in their hearts, the Black Hun¬ 
dreds conducted vicious pogroms 
against countless striking workers, revo¬ 
lutionaries and jews. 

Turning point 

World War I marked an epochal turning 
point. Capitalism metamorphosed into 
monopoly capitalism and entered its 
decadent phase. The law of value, com¬ 
petition and other essential laws decline 
and can only be sustained through or¬ 
ganisational measures such as state in¬ 
tervention and the arms economy. 
Market forces are partially demystified. 
They are exposed as political. Socialism 
is immanent. Where it can, collective capi¬ 
tal puts off the transition by elevating 
state power above the immediate inter¬ 
ests of profit. Wide-ranging concessions 
are granted to the assertive working 
class. 


Join the Socialist Alliance 


I enclose a cheque or postal order for £24 (£6unwaged 
Name _ 


Address 


] Town/city_ ! 

j Postcode_Phone_ | 

I Email _ I 

i Socialist Alliance, Wickham House, 10 Cleveland Way, London i 
i El 4TR. Cheques and POs payable to Socialist Alliance > 

I_I 








Weekly Worker 445 August 29 2002 


5 


the new right 


Official Europe is striving to meet the 
legitimate concerns’ of its far-right 
doppelganger. Illegal migrants are to be 
confined, sent back and kept out. They are 
to blame for crime, drugs and overcrowded 
schools. The message is the same 


However, official Europe, especially in 
the defeated countries, emerged from the 
mayhem of World War I thoroughly dis¬ 
credited, weakened and riven with inter¬ 
nal divisions. 

Our class was presented with an un¬ 
precedented historic opportunity. Bol¬ 
shevism brilliantly trailed the path. 
Tragically, elsewhere, the organisations 
of the working class either proved inad¬ 
equate or wretchedly backed away from 
the task and sought to reconcile them¬ 
selves with capitalism. Bourgeois soci¬ 
ety was exhausted and chronically split. 
But the working class lacked the neces¬ 
sary leadership with which to deliver the 
final revolutionary blow. Fascism erupts 
as a counterrevolutionary social move¬ 
ment under these conditions. 

Following World War I virtually every 
country in Europe spawned its clutch of 
fascist groups and grouplets. At first 
they were entirely marginal. Mussolini 
secured not a single MP in the 1919 elec¬ 
tions. Polite society looked down at them 
with barely concealed contempt. Hitler 
was dismissed as a crank. However, the 
unresolved class struggle and the inabil¬ 
ity of the bourgeoisie to rule in the old 
way produced one spasm of economic 
and political dislocation after another. 
The malign aura of fascism vanished. 
Mussolini’s blackshirts and Hitler’s 
brownshirts appeared before the ruling 
class as saviours. The communist ver¬ 
min must be exterminated. 

Mussolini took power in 1922 at the 
invitation of king Victor Emanuel in - with 
the active encouragement of big capital 
and the benign neutrality of the army 
assured. The famed march on Rome was 
pure theatre. Mussolini knew beforehand 
that the establishment would give him a 
hero’s welcome. A decade later, in the 
aftermath of the 1929 crash, Hitler foimed 
a government with the willing support of 
president Hindenburg and the parties of 
the far right. He proceeded to impose 
fascism in its most brutal, most ten'oristic 
form. The fascist revolution was coun¬ 
terrevolution. 

Not surprisingly the initial response 
from Marxists was somewhat confused. 
At the 4th congress of the Communist 
International in 1922 - the last attended 
by Lenin - the victory of fascism in Italy 
was blamed in part on the inability of the 
communists to resolve the revolutionary 
situation positively - which had in 1919 
seen the seizure of the factories by the 
workers. “Primarily” fascism served “as 
a weapon” in the "hands of the big land- 
owners”, it was said. Italy presumably 
was going backwards down a fixed evo¬ 
lutionary ladder from capitalism to feu¬ 
dalism. The bourgeoisie were said to be 
perturbed by this “black Bolshevism”. 
Crucially though, Comintern failed to 
come to terns with the fact that with fas¬ 
cism the working class had suffered a 
strategic defeat. The fascist counterrevo¬ 
lution tended therefore to be played 
down. Fascism could not hold for long. 
A renewed rising by the working class 
must occur - and very soon. 

Actually fascist success in Italy plus 
the continued grip of a deep socio-eco¬ 
nomic global crisis stimulated the growth 
of other fascist movements. There were 
inevitably some mere imitations - eg, the 
Romanian Fascist Party, founded in 1923, 
and George Valois’s Fasisceau of 1924. 
However, fascism is fundamentally a 
national chauvinist movement. That is 
how it gains a mass base - as stressed 
by Clara Zetkin and Kail Radek. Hence 
the general tendency was to aggres¬ 
sively take on the trappings, prejudices 
and antagonisms of extreme nationalism. 
Fascism was undoubtedly an interna¬ 
tional phenomenon. But it was not an 
international movement. 

Hitler’s National Socialist German 


Workers’ Party was no clone of Musso¬ 
lini’s fascisti. The same goes for the 
Austrian Heimwehren, Hungary’s Arrow 
Cross, Spain’s Falangists, the ABC and 
Falanga in Poland, and the Croix de Feu 
and Solidarite Frangaise. 

Naturally the German military con¬ 
quest of much of continental Europe af¬ 
ter 1939 created not only a batch of 
Quisling collaborators, but an allure for 
Nazification amongst the fascist groups. 
Only in Poland did the native fascists 
resist this for any time, hi general, how¬ 
ever, the Germans did not elevate their 
fascist co-thinkers into governing 
satraps. They preferred to deracinate 
them. Many went on to serve on the 
eastern front with units such as the 
Waffen SS. 

Characteristically the fascist move¬ 
ments of pre-World War II Europe were 
fanatically attached to a bloodthirsty na¬ 
tionalist outlook. War and violence are 
the ultimate manly virtues. The fittest 
countries alone survive. Others deserve 
to perish. Liberalism was rejected as an 
effete trap. Parliament dismissed as a den 
of corruption. Democracy is unnatural. 
Embrace the eternal spirit of the nation 
and submit to the will of the great leader. 

A formless anti-capitalism was often 
rhetorically advocated. George 
Strasser’s wing of the Nazi Party dreamt 
of a reUim to pre-monopolistic conditions 
and a kind of feudal national socialism. 
Suffice to say, the organised working 
class - trade unions and leftwing politi¬ 
cal parties - along with the ideas of Marx¬ 
ism and international socialism - were the 
real enemy, not capital. Big business gen¬ 
erously financed Mussolini and Hitler, hr 
power the upper echelons of fascism and 
capital merge. 

Besides garbled propaganda denigrat¬ 
ing Marxism, fascism launches itself 
against the working class using physi¬ 
cal force. Mussolini recalled how in 
March 1921 squads of his blackshirts 
“assaulted” and “burned” the offices of 
Avanti. He brags that from that day on¬ 
wards “Italian subversive elements”, the 
communists and socialists, were “driven 
like rats to the holes” and had to barri¬ 
cade themselves in workers’ chambers 
and district clubs (B Mussolini My au¬ 
tobiography London nd. pi 14). Put an¬ 
other way, fascism is a terroristic variant 
of Bonapartism, but under conditions of 
monopoly capitalism and capitalist de¬ 
cline. 

Fascism organises counterrevolution¬ 
ary fighting squads separate from the 
state - though at critical junctures often 
in close cooperation with established 
forces of law and order. Fascism is there¬ 
fore frequently structured internally ac¬ 
cording to command-and-obey military 
principles. Mussolini ha sempre 
ragione! chanted the blackshirts. Disci¬ 
pline and obedience were the watch¬ 
words. 

Fascism beats down the working class 
with fighting squads and clears its own 
path to state power by rallying a wide, 
though disorientated, mass behind its 
crude concoction of slogans, half-truths, 
hatreds and promises of national and 
personal redemption. Where exactly fas¬ 


cism gets its social base can obviously 
vary - but it tends to be desperate, ill- 
educated, insecure and in need of a sense 
of inclusion. Obtaining power, fascism is 
obliged to restrain or even silence its mass 
base. Capital has no fondness for free¬ 
lance mobs. The blackshirts were there¬ 
fore incorporated into the state by 
Mussolini. Hitler massacred his 
brownshirts. Fascism is thereby 
bureaucratised and becomes what Trot¬ 
sky calls “Bonapartism of fascist ori¬ 
gins”. From this bureaucratised position 
fascism brings to bear the whole unme¬ 
diated weight of the state machine 
against any manifestation of working 
class independence. 

Simultaneously fascism acts to tempo¬ 
rarily suppress contradictions within the 
ruling class - if need be by recourse to 
state force. Property is usually left un¬ 
touched, but traditional political parties 
are turned into mere husks, dissolved or 
absorbed into the body of the 
bureaucratised fascist movement. 

Hence, while fascism strikes in two di¬ 
rections - against the working class and 
against divisions in the ruling class - it 
objectively acts to preserve the capital¬ 
ist system of exploitation. Fascism is, 
then, a particular form of anti-socialism 
and counterrevolution under conditions 
of monopoly capitalism. 

Explaining fascism 

Unsurprisingly, once fascism moved 
from the obscure fringes to become a 
social force, it had to be explained. A wide 
range of theories have been produced by 
semi-Marxists, non-Marxists and anti- 
Marxists - most of which are deeply 
flawed and deserve to be dismissed out 
of hand. 

Christian apologists see fascism as the 
direct result of the secularisation of soci¬ 
ety. By rejecting god the world is visited 
by evil. The antidote is obvious - take up 
the cross and restore religion. Conserva¬ 
tive aristocrats paint fascism as a revolt 
of immature masses, the common herd, 
who have been freed from the constraints 
and responsibilities of a properly ordered 
agrarian society. Forlornly they yearn for 
the days when they formed the natural 
class of governance. 

Equally hopeless is the offering com¬ 
ing from evolutionary biology. It puts fas- 
cism down to aggression and pack 
instincts genetically hard-wired into the 
male brain by the supposed conditions 
in Palaeolithic Africa some 1.5 million 
years ago - a viewpoint shared by some 
radical feminists and in no small meas¬ 
ure by the self-loathing Kevin 
Williamson, a regular columnist in the 
Scottish Socialist Voice (see Weekly 
Worker February 28). 

Since the 1930s psychologists and 
psychoanalysts have sought to locate 
the rise of fascism either at the level of 
some mass psychosis or in the warped 
personalities of its leaders. Wilhelm 
Reich argued that humanity is “biologi¬ 
cally sick” and should free itself by dis¬ 
carding sexual repression (W Reich The 
mass psychology of fascism New York 
1946, p273). Most Freudian psycholo¬ 
gists disagreed. They insisted on entirely 


speculative clinical examinations of fas¬ 
cism’s leaders - Mussolini, but most of 
all Hitler. Raymond de Saussure believed 
Hitler exhibited a strong Oedipus com¬ 
plex and needed to channel his sexual 
energies in order to conceal his impo¬ 
tence from the public. The German Reich 
was a penis substitute. 

An altogether more insightful, quasi- 
Marxist psychological approach is to be 
found in Eric Fromm’s Escape fromfree¬ 
dom (first published in 1941). Fromm 
sought to understand how millions of 
Germans were captivated by Hitler. Capi¬ 
talist alienation and the reduction of the 
human subject to a mere cog in the pro¬ 
duction process is blamed. Fascism an¬ 
swers the need in the human soul for a 
sense of belonging. Nevertheless, 
Fromm can offer no effective solution, no 
escape from the dilemma. He merely pos¬ 
its a democratic socialist society. 

Theodore Adomo, amongst others in 
the so-called Frankfurt school, claimed 
to have discovered the ‘authoritarian per¬ 
sonality’ which was apparently rife 
amongst all classes in Germany. This was 
an integral part of a general theory of the 
period. Liberalism was in decay. Capital¬ 
ism and mass culture were producing an 
overarching totalitarian society. The So¬ 
viet Union was essentially no different. 
Herbert Marcuse believed that fascism 
was the almost inevitable result of mo¬ 
nopoly capitalism - a view he subse¬ 
quently modified by claiming that, 
though post-World War II western capi¬ 
talism still maintained a democratic outer 
shell, the tendency was towards a grey 
conformity and complete subordination 
of the personality to the needs of capi¬ 
tal: ie, a totalitarian society. New Left radi- 
cals in the 1960s USA gleefully 
denounced fascist Amerikka! 

Establishment figures such as Hannah 
Arendt and Zbigniew Brzezinski readily 
adopted totalitarian theory. Its great vir¬ 
tue lay in the fact that it directly linked 
Nazism and Stalinism. However, they 
gave the theory a none too subtle twist 
by disaggregating capitalism from totali¬ 
tarianism. Capitalism in this rightwing ver¬ 
sion of the totalitarian theory is equated 
definitionally with freedom, democracy, 
choice and personal liberty. That capital¬ 
ism flourished under Mussolini and Hit¬ 
ler is completely ignored. 

As the reader will know, mainstream 
bourgeois society now propagates this 
intellectually barren explanation for fas¬ 
cism over the airwaves, in the press and 
in schools and colleges. What was a left¬ 
ist critique of existing conditions has 
been thoroughly colonised by the right 
and turned into its opposite. 

Joining fascism and bureaucratic so¬ 
cialism together into a single phenom¬ 
enon admirably suited the needs of the 
cold war. Capitalism is excused of all 
blame and the Soviet Union is made into 
a culprit, hi the hands of Karl Popper to¬ 
talitarianism became truly suprahistorical. 
Sparta, Ch’in China, the empire of 
Diocletian and Clavin’s Geneva are all 
classified under that heading - along with 
Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union, of 
course. Plato, Hegel, Marx and Nietzsche 
form a totalitarian human chain that joins 
the suppression of the helots to the gas 
chambers. 

Such a philosophy is vital for the capi¬ 
talist system, above all in Europe. Fas¬ 
cism was beaten not only by the armies 
of the Soviet Union, the USA and Brit¬ 
ain. There were radical partisan move¬ 
ments and popular risings throughout 
Germany’s empire. Yugoslavia, Greece, 
Albania, Czechoslovakia, Poland, France, 
etc. Equally to the point, the capitalist 
class was deeply compromised. Almost 
without exception the bourgeoisie col¬ 
laborated with fascism, often with great 
enthusiasm. For example, in France the 


bourgeoisie welcomed the German inva¬ 
sion. Since 1936 the working class had 
made huge gains at the expense of capi¬ 
tal. The forces of the left were feared and 
hated by respectable France, but could 
not be crushed by respectable France. 
The German Nazis would do the butch¬ 
er’s job. 

The situation in other counties was 
substantially the same. Hence after 1945 
bourgeois Europe was forced to reinvent 
itself. The fascist past had to be denied 
and turned into other. World War II be¬ 
came our finest hour. A cmsade for free¬ 
dom. The motive was to save the jews, 
not the British empire. Hence totalitarian 
theory, the holocaust industry. Popper 
and Unesco’s anti-racist, anti-fascist 
statements - such as the July 1950 decla¬ 
ration, which ‘scientifically’ supported 
the "ethic of universal brotherhood” and 
carried the warning that “men and na¬ 
tions alike” can “fall ill” (Unesco, Paris 
1950). 

Jorg Haider, Pia Kjaersgaard, Jean- 
Marie Le Pen and Pirn Foituyn are rebels 
against the comfortable post-World 
War II social democratic consensus. 
The bourgeois establishment reacts 
with such hostility because these men 
with their crude chauvinism, campaigns 
against immigrants, occasional anti- 
semitic outbursts and far-right nation¬ 
alism remind official Europe of its 
shameful pre-1939 past. Few establish¬ 
ment historians or other paid persuad¬ 
ers care to dwell on how official Europe 
promoted social Darwinism, race theory, 
anti-semitism and a brutal arrogance 
towards colonised peoples. And how 
these ideas were blessed by the clergy 
and enforced with police batons and 
army bayonets. 

Nevertheless, official Europe is striv¬ 
ing to meet the ‘legitimate concerns’ of 
its far-right doppelganger. Illegal mi¬ 
grants are to be confined, sent back and 
kept out. They are to blame for crime, 
drugs and overcrowded schools. The 
message is the same. 

Le Pen is a man who stands in the 
shadow of the Camelots du Roi and 
catholic anti-communism. His loyalties lie 
with Vichy, white Algeria and the OAS. 
hr their own different ways the other lead¬ 
ers of the far right in Europe are essen¬ 
tially the same. They are reactionaries 
who reject the post-World War II ideo¬ 
logical consensus. They rail against the 
self-satisfied political elite with their brib¬ 
ery and lust for money. Turn back glo¬ 
balisation, neo liberalism, free trade and 
migrants. The future for them is national, 
decentralised and somewhere in the past. 

Shouting ‘fascist’ sounds very mili¬ 
tant. But 2002 is not 1922. The extreme 
right is not organised along fascist lines. 
There are no fighting squads worth the 
name or military lines of command. We 
are neither in a revolutionary nor coun¬ 
terrevolutionary situation. 

Yes, Le Pen, Haider and Fini have defi¬ 
nite sympathies for fascism. Many of 
their founding cadre come from post- 
World War II fascist sects. But skinheads 
are unwelcome, stiff-ami salutes banned 
and street clashes avoided. Tomorrow all 
that might change. However, the 1920s 
and 30s show that fascism does not come 
from the far right alone. Mussolini began 
on the far left. Oswald Moseley served 
as a Labour minister, one of the first re¬ 
cruits to his New Party being AJ Cook, 
the miners’ leader. Joseph Pilsudski, the 
Polish nationalist socialist, made a simi¬ 
lar journey. 

Second-guessing the future is futile. 
Saying who will and who will not be a 
fascist is a nonsense. Our task is to or¬ 
ganise against capitalism and its defend¬ 
ers as they presently exist, not as they 
might appear if we fail • 

Jack Conrad 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


‘Youth 

conferen 

stitch-up 


W hat do you need to organise a 
youth conference of the Socialist 
Alliance? Invite young SA mem¬ 
bers to open the conference, you might think. 
A few workshops that present the various op¬ 
tions for the alliance and discuss how school 
students, students and young workers can 
get involved in our organisation, perhaps. 
Lots of time to openly debate how we can 
change the world, hopefully. And if you are 
really bold you might hope that such a con¬ 
ference would initiate structures for a youth 
section of the SA. 

Wrong, wrong and wrong again. Unfortu¬ 
nately, what could have been an inspiring 
event of and for young people in the Socialist 
Alliance looks likely to become a pretty bor¬ 
ing, bog-standard rally. The November 30 con¬ 
ference will not even feature ‘youth’ or 
‘students’ in its name. Under the catchy title, 
‘New imperialism, new internationalism’ (Nini), 
the usual old suspects will be invited to speak 
from the top table. Only one opinion will be 
put forward - the “majority line, the 80% that 
unites us”, as Rob Hoveman from the Social¬ 
ist Workers Party put it at one of the meetings 
of the conference arrangement committee. The 
packed agenda will feature opening and clos¬ 
ing platform speeches of 30 and 60 minutes 
respectively. In between there will be two 
rounds of workshops, each lasting no longer 
than one hour and 15 minutes (and they in¬ 
clude three platform speakers at five minutes 
each). And as for the establishment of a youth 
section - well, not if it can be avoided. 

Quite what this conference is supposed to 
be for is more titan a little unclear. The original 
proposal for a SA youth conference was put 
forward by executive member Mandy Baker 
and supported by the CPGB. The largest SA 
component, the SWP, initially argued strongly 
against it, presumably fearing that it would cut 
across the transmission belt into the SWP. 
Also the comrades are of course still trying 
hard to keep the Socialist Alliance at the level 
of an ‘electoral front’. Establishing an autono¬ 
mous and potentially strong and vibrant 
youth section does not sit easily with this 
scheme. 

So the comrades from the SWP seem to 
have succeeded in making this conference as 
exciting and inspiring as Sunday mass. That 
is not to say that they have not worked hard 
to organise it. However, they have made sure 
that in all likelihood it is going to be a totally 
lifeless, dull affair. 

So far, the proposed speakers could as well 
be sitting at the top table of any rally organ¬ 
ised by Globalise Resistance, the Stop the War 
Coalition or the SWP. Of course, in principle 
there is nothing wrong with speakers like Liz 
Davies, Tariq Ali, Suresh Grover, Weyrnan 
Bennett, John Pilger, Lindsey German and 
Tommy Sheridan. But none of these comrades 
are exactly what you would call spring chick¬ 
ens. 

Neither do they reflect the diversity that ex¬ 
ists within the alliance. ISG, AWL, CPGB, 
Workers Power, etc. Rob Hoveman has been 
arguing that “it would be ludicrous to institu¬ 
tionalise differences from the top table”, im¬ 
plying of course that young people would not 
be able to understand that an alliance of so¬ 
cialist organisations might actually contain 
dissident or minority opinions. 

It is patronising to pretend to young peo¬ 
ple that there are no differences in the SA. To 
pretend that things on the left have not 


changed at all in the last few years - ie, that we 
still organise on the basis of ‘one organisa¬ 
tion, one political line’. Surely, the recognition 
that we can work together despite our differ¬ 
ences is the main strength of the alliance and 
not something that we have to be ashamed 
of. 

Sure, the SWP as the numerically dominant 
organisation is entitled to have more speak¬ 
ers on the rally and workshop platforms than 
any of the other organisations. But the com¬ 
rades have been veiy untactful when it comes 
to including supporting organisations with 
different political opinions and methods. 
When the conference arrangement commit¬ 
tee discussed which SA comrade they would 
recommend to the SA executive to speak in 
the European Social Forum workshop, I put 
myself forward (as the only CPGB speaker for 
Nini). The three comrades from the SWP were 
obviously not pleased. The fact that I would 
have been the only comrade to have actually 
been to all the ESF preparatory meetings 
across Europe seemed of little importance. 

While all other members of the organising 
committee agreed with the suggestion, you 
could see Rob and co straining their brains 
for an alternative. Towards the end of the 
meeting they succeeded: they suggested 
Claire Williams, a personable trade union or¬ 
ganiser from the north east - who has unfor¬ 
tunately not been attending any ESF 
meetings, not even the local ones. She also 
happens to be an SWP member and would 
be speaking on the same platform as Guy 
Taylor, who is also a member of the SWP when 
he is not wearing his Globalise Resistance hat. 
Call me a sectarian, but that seems a little over 
the top. Both Claire and myself will be put for¬ 
ward for the NEC to come to a decision. 

Even more pathetic was the SWP's oppo¬ 
sition to inviting Afif Safieh, the British repre¬ 
sentative of the PLO, to speak in the workshop 
on the Middle East/Palestine. The only rea¬ 
son I could think of for possibly not inviting 
him was his age - although such a considera¬ 
tion would also exclude Lindsay German, Tariq 
Ali and John Pilger. But Rob Hoveman gave 
different reasons. First he argued that Afif 
would not stick to five minutes, which could 
easily be enforced, surely. 

Secondly, the comrade maintained that Afif 
is “not much of a speaker”. This is obviously 
not the case, as anybody who has heal'd him 
will tell you. He is a powerful speaker, who can 
talk extremely eloquently about the plight of 
the Palestinian people. He is very passionate, 
informative and knowledgeable. 

The third and final objection got a little 
closer to the truth: “He disagrees with the SA 
position on Palestine," argued comrade Hove¬ 
man. This is very instructive and explains why 
the SWP comrades really object to him. But it 
is not true actually. 

For several years, the PLO has put forward 
a programme for two states - one for the Is¬ 
raeli nation, one for the Palestinians. The SA 
has no position on the future state formation 
in the Middle East. It does not propose a two- 
state solution (like the CPGB and AWL), but 
neither does it call for a ‘democratic, secular 
Palestine’ which would abolish today’s Israel. 
The latter of course is SWP policy. 

The S A executive meeting in April decided 
that our only slogans would be ‘Free Pales¬ 
tine’, ‘Victory to the intifada’ and ‘Troops out’ 
- all of which are also being put forward by 
the PLO and Afif Safieh. It was actually the 



SWP’s John Rees who argued at this meet¬ 
ing against including the SWP’s position (see 
Weekly Worker April 18). This was confirmed 
by the SA national council of May 11, where 
an amendment to call for a single Palestinian 
state was defeated by the SWP voting as a 
bloc against its own policy - in order, presum¬ 
ably to keep this slogan exclusively for SWP 
placards. So it seems comrade Hoveman has 
mixed up the positions of the SA and the 
SWP. 

The SA executive will decide in its next 
meeting on the final line-up of speakers and 
the timetable. But there is a real danger that 
absolutely nothing will come out of this con¬ 
ference. When myself and Alan Clarke from 
the AWL put forward a proposal to at least 
try to gather information about which SA 


members are attending which university, the 
proposal was met by a round of shrugged 
shoulders. It looks like it will be down to com¬ 
rades from both our organisations to try and 
set up some SA university and youth 
groups. It is incredible that this has not yet 
happened. 

Attracting young people must surely be 
one of the main objectives of every political 
organisation. Winning over youth guarantees 
that your ideas do not die out. They are to¬ 
morrow’s political leaders. They tend to be 
more radical and can infuse any organisation 
with fresh approaches and ideas. They can 
actually push things forward - especially in 
an organisation that needs a push as desper¬ 
ately as the Socialist Alliance • 

Tina Becker 


The SA needs to 
draw young 
people towards 
socialist politics 


Reviewing our 


T he constitutional review sub-committee 
of the Socialist Alliance executive com¬ 
mittee met last week to begin the task of 
drafting suggested changes to the SA con¬ 
stitution. 

The committee - comprising S A chair Liz 
Davies, national secretary Rob Hoveman 
and Marcus Strom, SA nominating officer 
- will submit a report to the executive. The 
NEC will then prepare a report for annual 
conference with recommendations for any 
constitutional changes. 

Areas of review identified by the commit¬ 
tee include: national/local membership 
structure; conference standing orders; 
committee majority and minority reports; 
election of the executive committee; re¬ 
gional structure; appeals; selection process 
for SA candidates; finance and auditors; and 
affiliation to the Socialist Alliance. 

Given the uneven development of SA 
branches and the cumbersome and bureau¬ 
cratic process of ratifying membership at 
both national and local levels, the commit¬ 
tee was unanimous in the view that the mem¬ 
bership structure should be streamlined so 
as to achieve a single national system. This 
will be reviewed in consultation with the 
membership officer, the treasurer and the 
branches. There is a strong case for mov¬ 
ing to a national membership structure on 


the grounds of the electoral commission’s 
requirement for financial accounting units. 
There is no suggestion of doing away with 
the 50-50 division of membership subs. Na¬ 
tional office would send 50% of member¬ 
ship fees to the relevant branches. 

A suggestion for standing orders for na¬ 
tional conferences was raised. While the 
committee recognised the need for flexibil¬ 
ity and for the possibility of the rapid con¬ 
vening of national conferences in cases of 
emergency, it was felt that there should be a 
standard timeline for submitting motions. 
The committee also felt that there should be 
a threshold of a mover plus nine seconders 
for a motion to reach conference floor. The 
draft proposal is for notice of national con¬ 
ferences to be set at 10 weeks, the deadline 
for motions at six weeks, with amendments 
due two weeks before conference. This 
would allow final composited motions and 
amendments to be made available one week 
in advance. 

There was a debate - and a difference - on 
the committee about proposals to change the 
method of election to the executive commit¬ 
tee. The majority - comrades Davies and 
Hoveman - agreed on an amended slate proc¬ 
ess, whereby any member of the SA may be 
individually nominated as a candidate, pro¬ 
vided they have 10 sponsors. Election of the 
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Resistance and 
class independence 


Last week we reported on the launch of a new paper by the comrades of the International Socialist 
Group and the Socialist Solidarity Network. Phil Hearse responds to the criticisms 


M arcus Strom’s article on the launch 
of the new socialist paper Resistance 
is typical CPGB fare: 25% specula¬ 
tion, 25% pure fantasy, 25% gossip and 25% 
rank sectarianism (‘Paper thin unity' Weekly 
Worker August 22). This unsavoury dish is 
then packaged as “robust democratic de¬ 
bate”; only consumers with morbidly fac¬ 
tional taste buds will mistake it for the real thing. 

Despite saying that he agrees with the 
“thrust" of the Resistance appeal, Marcus 
shows that he really does not. Discussing our 
view that the Socialist Alliance should move 
towards being a broad socialist party, and our 
reference to the examples of the Scottish So¬ 
cialist Party and Rifondazione Comunista in 
Italy, he says that Resistance “want to pro¬ 
mote ‘a creative, inclusive and forward-look¬ 
ing Marxism’ and even ‘fight for the Socialist 
Alliance to become a broad socialist party’. 
The comrades have in mind something akin 
to the Scottish Socialist Party or Rifondazione 
Comunista. Who could deny that the forma¬ 
tion of a party committed to refounding com¬ 
munist politics in Britain a la Rifondazione 
would be a tremendous step forward? (The 
SSP’s national reformism would be much more 
problematic, of course.)” 

The Scottish Socialist Party is not a ‘na¬ 
tional reformist’ party: it is a militant socialist 
party with a Marxist leadership, and it is pro¬ 
foundly internationalist. Comrade Strom’s rea¬ 
sons for preferring Rifondazione Comunista 
are revealing - it is air attempt to refound ‘com¬ 
munism’. But it would be difficult to sustain 
the idea that Rifondazione is globally to the 
left of the SSP: if anything it is the other way 
around. 

The CPGB has a fetish about the word ‘com¬ 


munism’, which contains two elements. The 
first is a fetish about the name ‘communist’; 
but in Britain there are many good reasons for 
using the word ‘socialist’ as against ‘commu¬ 
nist’. This is for cultural and historical reasons 
and nothing to do with political rightism - in 
Britain ‘communist’ is too easily associated 
with ‘Stalinist’. 

The second reason for the fetish about 
‘communist’ is more important: ultra-leftism 
about what a new socialist party should look 
like. A new socialist party cannot be based 
on a full Marxist programme, as is proposed 
for example by Workers Power, nor can it be a 
cartel of small left groups. When you talk 
about a new socialist party, based on militant 
class struggle politics, you inevitably talk 
about engaging forces which are to the right 
of the presently organised revolutionary 
groups: ie, people who identify with social¬ 
ism, oppose neoliberalism, are opposed to 
capitalism but who do not yet necessarily sub¬ 
scribe to the Marxist position on the revolu¬ 
tionary overthrow of the state. The position 
of the founders of Resistance on this point 
conditions everything about our politics. 

As our statement makes clear, we consider 
that Marxists worldwide have to address sev¬ 
eral complementary tasks. The first and most 
basic is to participate in and promote the re¬ 
building of tlie workers’ movement and the 
movements of the oppressed. Despite the 
surge of the left and global justice movement 
since Seattle, the organisational and political 
setbacks of the 1980s and early 90s have not 
yet been fully overcome - far from it. 

Second, in the process of helping to rebuild 
the workers’ movement, to promote and par¬ 
ticipate in political recomposition to the left 


This process 
of political 
recomposition 
on the left is 
not a fantasy 
or a schema, 
but a 

worldwide 
reality. Every 
day brings 
news of the 
formation of 
new political 
parties and 
fronts 


constitution 


executive will then be achieved through the 
nomination of competing slates which may 
only be comprised of people who have been 
individually nominated beforehand. Votes 
would be cast for the slate as a whole and the 
election would be conducted by exhaustive 
vote. 

I proposed individual election to the execu¬ 
tive with a recommended list coming from a 
democratically elected conference arrange¬ 
ments committee. Delegates to conference 
would be free to put forward alternative rec¬ 
ommended lists. Conference would decide 
upon the size of the executive for the com¬ 
ing 12 months. If this were to be, say, 19, then 
the 19 candidates standing for election with 
the most votes would be elected. Delegates 
to conference would have 19 individual votes. 
The executive will discuss both suggestions. 

I also proposed that any executive report 
to conference may also be accompanied by a 
minority report. It would be up to the execu¬ 
tive to decide what minority report went for¬ 
ward, hence placing political responsibility 
for this on the executive majority. 

The committee agreed that candidates of 
the Socialist Alliance should be SA mem¬ 
bers in every case. We also agreed that a re¬ 
gional structure for the alliance should be 
strengthened. This will be particularly im¬ 
portant in the lead-up to the European par¬ 


liamentary elections in 2004. 

We agreed that there should be scope in 
the constitution for socialist, working class 
and progressive organisations to affiliate or 
sponsor the Socialist Alliance. Such affili¬ 
ation would incur a fee but would give no or- 
ganisational or voting rights to such 
affiliates. We also discussed the role of the 
appeals committee. 

I raised the issue of potential problems, 
given that the executive committee and the 
national council had equivalent powers. 
There may be the possibility of differences 
between these two bodies -1 gave a scenario 
of the EC supporting a two-states slogan for 
Israel/Palestine while the national council 
supported a single state. Which slogan 
would be national policy? 

I feel that the executive committee should 
have final say if such conflict arose. The EC 
is elected by the whole, by annual conference, 
while the NC is organised on a federal del¬ 
egate basis. I believe it is important to up¬ 
hold the democratic rights of annual 
conference. To do this, the executive com¬ 
mittee should be the leading committee of 
the SA between conferences. 

The meeting was workmanlike and pro¬ 
ductive. Liz Davies will draft a set of propos¬ 
als for the executive to consider • 

Marcus Strom 


the committee 
was 

unanimous in 
the view that 
the 

membership 
structure 
should be 
streamlined 
so as to 
achieve a 
single national 
system 


with the aim of building political parties and 
organisations which can begin to solve the 
crisis of political representation of the work¬ 
ing class, which the collapse of Stalinism and 
the total capitulation of social democracy to 
neoliberalism have gravely worsened. The 
political axis we propose for this is not ‘Len¬ 
inism’ or a ‘revolutionary party’, but class in¬ 
dependence and class struggle 
organisations which stand resolutely with the 
exploited and oppressed on the key divides 
in the class struggle. And of course the SSP 
is an organisation of this type. 

This process of political recomposition on 
the left is not a fantasy or a schema, but a world¬ 
wide reality. Eveiy day brings news of the for¬ 
mation of new political parties and fronts, of 
mass mobilisations and of course of harsh 
struggles which involve defeats as well as vic¬ 
tories, from the Philippines to Argentina, from 
Korea to France. In very many places a new 
political space to the left of the social demo¬ 
crats, bourgeois nationalists and sometimes 
Stalinists is opening up. In this situation it is 
vital to fight for the strongest possible organi¬ 
sation which can begin to give a voice to the 
workers and the oppressed at the level of mass 
politics. Clearly, the SSP in Scotland and Ri¬ 
fondazione in Italy are doing this: they are 
organisations which are recognised as an al¬ 
ternative by at least a section, albeit a small 
one, of the masses. At a European level, the 
successive Conferences of the European Left 
have precisely attempted to coordinate and 
promote these organisations. 

In an interesting interview a couple of years 
ago Jaime Pastor, a key leader of the left in the 
Spanish Izquierda Unida, was asked whether 
he thought that organisations like the IU in 
Spain and Rifondazione in Italy were the mod¬ 
em form of revolutionary party: ie, parties 
which at a later stage might lead the struggle 
for power. His answer was “absolutely not”. 
He argued that these were transitional parties 
which could begin to solve the crisis of politi¬ 
cal representation of the working class, but 
not at all finished political formations. They 
would be tested by future developments in 
the national and international class struggle 
and their evolution could not be guaranteed. 
They are vehicles for the development and 
rebuilding of mass socialist consciousness; 
each decisive turn of the class struggle would 
pose their evolution anew. 

It has to be said that in this context the fact 
that the leadership of the SSP is a revolution¬ 
ary Marxist one gives one much better guar¬ 
antees, but even here they are not absolute. 
In any case, as far as the two organisations 
taking the initiative for Resistance are con¬ 
cerned, building revolutionary organisations, 
building a revolutionary Marxist nucleus, is 
not counterposed to rebuilding the mass 
workers’ movement, nor to building broad 
socialist parties; the strongest possible Marx¬ 
ist nucleus now is mandatory for revolution¬ 
aries winning a majority among the left and 
the whole working class in the future. 

Leninism of course is based on total organi¬ 
sational flexibility. In Lenin’s writing you find 
programmatic and strategic continuity, but 
nowhere do you find a once-and-for all recipe 


for how the revolutionary Marxist nucleus 
should be organised, which is totally depend¬ 
ent on circumstances. Operating in a broader 
socialist party as an open and democratic 
current involves many complex questions, 
especially if, like the ISM in the SSP, you are 
central to the leadership. But Marxists cannot 
solve the many dilemmas involved by opting 
for glorious isolation, away from the real proc¬ 
ess of political recomposition of the left, or by 
simply dissolving themselves into broader or¬ 
ganisations and parties. 

So how does the far left measure up to the 
tasks of the period in relation to the above 
criteria? The British far left has been charac¬ 
terised by its propagandistic routinism and 
the absolute paucity of its strategic thinking. 

To its credit, the leadership of the SWP has 
in the last couple of years begun to think stra¬ 
tegically: ie, beyond the next increase in pa¬ 
pers sales and the next recmits. It is unlikely 
that this strategic rethink is finished, but so 
far it represents only a partial break from the 
‘build the party’ propaganda routine which 
sustained the organisation in the period 1980- 
2000. As Murray Smith says in an important 
article (Where is the SWP goingl) to be pub¬ 
lished in the next issue of Frontline , “The 
SWP do not have a clear understanding of 
this crucial aspect of the tasks of Marxists to¬ 
day [ie, political recomposition and the build¬ 
ing of broad left parties - PH]. They are trying 
to grapple with the reality of the SSP and the 
Socialist Alliance and developments in other 
countries. But they are trying to do so using 
concepts that are inadequate.” 

For the moment the Marxist trends which 
are launching Resistance have a quite distinct 
strategic position from the SWP - and even 
more so from organisations like Workers 
Power, the AWL and the CPGB. 

hi this context, Marcus Strom’s suggestion 
that Resistance is or should be an ‘unofficial’ 
Socialist Alliance paper is absurd. Both the 
ISG and SSN voted for a Socialist Alliance pa¬ 
per at the December national conference; and 
we regret that the SWP voted against. But the 
only organisation which can launch an alli¬ 
ance paper is the alliance itself: ie, its demo¬ 
cratically elected structures or, more likely in 
this case, its national conference. Nobody can 
posture as the ‘unofficial’ paper of the alliance, 
which would be undemocratic and disruptive. 
Democracy, alas, is for when you are in a mi¬ 
nority as well as when you are in the majority. 
It is a good sign that an alliance broadsheet is 
being published; coincidentally, both it and 
Resistance will be available for the first time 
on the September 28 Stop the War Coalition 
demonstration. 

Neither will Resistance posture as a paper 
of the SA ‘independents’, which it is evidently 
not - we are a paper which expresses a dis¬ 
tinct political position, although we shall pro¬ 
vide a platform for different voices from within 
the alliance and the wider left. 

I hope that the considerations above will 
help Marcus to understand why John Bulaitis 
told him informally that his chances of being 
elected to the Resistance editorial board were 
“nil”. If Marcus agreed with our politics he 
would not be in the CPGB • 


http://www.socialistalliance.net 

http://www.zoo.co.uk/~z8001063/lnternationai-Socialist-Group 

http://www.socialistsolidarity.com 
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Gossip 
sheet 
or new 
Iskra? 

Every serious revolutionary 
regards the Weekly Worker as 
required reading - as shown by 
our subscriptions, sales and web 
hits. And yet a common attack 
from opponents on the left is 
that it is nothing but a ‘gossip 
sheet’. Editor Peter Manson 
dissected this and other such 
attacks at the CPGB’s 
Communist University earlier 
this month. This is an edited 
version of his speech 



worjer 


mtutop* 


How*® 

beat the 
fascists 


f^^ossip sheet’ is one description of 

H^Hthe Weekly Worker that we have all 
heard. But there have been one or 
two others that I would like to deal with as 
well while I am about it. For example, that the 
Weekly Worker is a “scandal sheet funded 
by the security services to discredit the rest 
of the left”. Then we have those who dis¬ 
miss us as “introverted”. Sometimes all three 
criticisms are tied in together: that we cany 
nothing but trivial gossip; that we are up to 
no good and therefore must be funded by 
either the secret services or some other ne¬ 
farious organisation; and that we are too con¬ 
cerned with the left and not enough with the 
‘real world’. 

Looking through the pages of the paper, we 
can certainly find lots of things which those 
accusing us of introversion could no doubt 
point to. For example, in this week’s issue 
(Weekly Worker August 1) we have a front 
page on the South African Communist Party, 
and inside we have articles on, or making ref¬ 
erence to, the Socialist Alliance, the Socialist 
Workers Party, the Alliance for Workers’ Lib¬ 
erty. Workers Power, the Leeds Left Alliance, 
the Scottish Socialist Party and Rifondazione 
Comunista. In the previous two issues we also 
wrote about the Socialist Campaign Group 
within the Labour Party, the International 
Socialist Group, the Socialist Labour Party, the 
Anti-Nazi League and Globalise Resistance. 
Internationally we covered the United Left of 
Spain, the Worker-communist Party of Iran, 
the International Socialist Organisation of 
Zimbabwe, Ya Basta of Italy and the Palestin¬ 
ian Peoples Party. 

We also look at the CPGB itself, so obvi¬ 
ously we are really “introverted” in that re¬ 
spect. When we have a members’ aggregate, 
or when we have a school like this, you can 
be sure that you will find a full report, includ¬ 
ing all the differences among our own com¬ 
rades, carried in the pages of the paper. 

Let us look in a bit more detail at the three 
allegations. First of all that the Weekly Worker 
is a “gossip sheet". This was used, for exam¬ 
ple, in an exchange reported by Mark Fischer 
in his article on the AWL school, ‘Ideas for 
freedom’ (Weekly Worker July 18).The AWL’s 
fill Mountford, sharing a platform with Mar¬ 
cus Strom of the CPGB, referred to our paper 
using that term, and comrade Strom offered 
to donate £100 to AWL funds if she was able 
to find one item of gossip in the current 
Weekly Worker. She was not able to do so, and 
Marcus’s cheque book remained firmly in his 
pocket. 

hi fact, what Mark did not put in his report 
was the fact that comrade Mountford did at 
first think she had found an item of gossip - a 
small article written by Mark himself in the pre¬ 
vious issue, dealing with the formation of the 
SWP's new youth organisation. Red Spark. 
She seized upon this, but beat a hasty reheat 
when challenged by Mark. Ironically in the 
latest issue of the AWL’s own paper. Solidar¬ 
ity, there is a small piece on Red Spark based 
entirely on comrade Fischer’s Weekly Worker 
article. It ends: “You cannot help but agree 
with the Weekly Worker’s conclusions.” So, 
for Solidarity itself, this was presumably news, 
not gossip. 

hi fact, it is really a rather important devel¬ 
opment. When the SWP decides to set up a 
youth organisation, but does not announce 
it in its own press - or in any other public fo¬ 
rum, as far as I know - it is left to the Weekly 
Worker to do so. When the largest organisa¬ 
tion on the British left takes such an initiative, 
is that not an important question? What will 
be its relationship with the SWP? What sort 
of regime will it have? That is just one exam¬ 
ple, of course. But Jill Mountford was not able 
to find any gossip in the Weekly Worker be¬ 
cause the Weekly Worker does not contain 
any gossip. 

The second allegation - that we are “funded 
by the security services” - is not a new one. 
This kind of accusation dates right back to 
the days of The Leninist, the foremnner of the 
Weekly Worker, which was alleged to be fi¬ 
nanced by all sorts of organisations, includ¬ 
ing from eastern Europe. We were also 
supposed to be a satellite of other left groups. 
The claim that we are some sort of state agents 
was repeated in 1992 by Ken Livingstone 
when we had the gall to stand a candidate 
against him in the general election of that year. 
Harpal Brar of the Socialist Labour Party also 
called us MI5-funded at a public meeting in 
the 1999 Euro election campaign. 


A few years back, when I was doing some 
research in the Marx Memorial Library, I 
started chatting with the librarian, Tish 
Newlands. who is a member of the Commu¬ 
nist Party of Britain, the Morning Star’s group. 
She told me that she had just returned from 
South Africa, where she had been visiting the 
SACP’s congress. I asked if there had been 
any interesting differences. That seemed to 
me a very reasonable question to ask, but she 
responded: “You would ask that, wouldn’t 
you? Don’t you want to know about the unity 
of the SACP?” 

Well, actually, I do want to know what the 
differences are. Not because I want to stir up 
trouble - and certainly not because MI5 or 
anyone else thinks it is a good idea - but be¬ 
cause I want to get to the truth, I want to find 
the way forward. Is the SACP, or any other 
group on the entire left, a perfect organisation? 
If you look at the SWP, the Socialist Party, 
Workers Power or even the AWL, are there 
not disagreements, and is there not a strug¬ 
gle over the way forward? 

But the left does not like what we write, 
especially about themselves. All organisa¬ 
tions - and the ‘official communists’ are no 
exception - like to give the impression that they 
are united. Organisations like the CPB are not 
content with this pretence when it comes to 
then own organisation: they frequently make 
out that there are no disagreements within the 
trade union movement either. They will some¬ 
times criticise the right wing, but if there is a 
strike coming up, then it is treachery to ques¬ 
tion whether the planning for it is incorrect, 
whether the correct tactics are being adopted. 
They try to give the impression that we are all 
united, that we are moving forward together 
when often the opposite is the case. And this 
culture of ‘not washing your dirty linen in 
public’ is not restricted to ‘official commu¬ 
nism’. 

In fact, during our history, there have been 
quite a few organisations which have been 
more than happy to use the Weekly Worker 
to let slip secrets that they do not want to pub¬ 
lish in their own press - about either internal 
opponents within their own group, or about 
other organisations. I am not saying we auto¬ 
matically publish this stuff: we are very care¬ 
ful about it. But, for example, in the ‘official’ 
CPGB, when The Leninist was decried by all 
other factions, it did not stop elements within 
the party passing us pieces of information 
about their opponents, and about the rotten 
things they had been up to. It has been the 
same since. It has not been unknown for the 
Socialist Party, elements within the SLP or 
even the SWP to, shall we say, point us in the 
right direction. 

The third allegation concerns our alleged 
introversion. We are “introverted” because 
we concentrate too much on the left itself, and 
not enough on working class struggles as 
they occur in the world. Obviously those two 
things are connected - the rest of the left would 
agree so much. For the most part, it is not that 
they do not mention themselves at all. How 
does the SWP, for example, portray itself? It is 
all straightforward: here we are - we are the 
revolutionary party- All that remains is to build 
its membership and influence. All they have 
to do, then, is talk about the movement - in an 
almost apocalyptic way - and to say, ‘Come 
and join us: that is the answer.’ 

Well, I do not think it is the answer. The fact 
is that there does not exist either in this coun¬ 
try or in any country in the world a genuinely 
revolutionary party of tire working class. With¬ 
out that revolutionary party, we cannot make 
a revolution. It is as simple as that. We are 
going to be stuck in the same present dire situ¬ 
ation, mired in fragmentation and sectarian¬ 
ism into the indefinite future, unless we grasp 
this one central truth. So that is why we have 
as our central raison d’etre the need to estab¬ 
lish in Britain a revolutionary Communist Party 
for the entire left. That is why we concentrate 
on the shortcomings of the existing left and 
try, through looking at history, through giv¬ 
ing all sorts of international examples, to point 
the way forward. 

‘Official’ CPGB 

Let me give a few examples of the work we 
have done in the past in the Weekly Worker, 
and prior to that in 77?e Leninist. The Leninist 
was set up by comrades who came from the 
tradition of ‘official communism’. We set our¬ 
selves the aim of reforging the Communist 
Party of Great Britain. The CPGB had of 


course almost from its birth undergone a long 
slide which ended in its eventual liquidation, 
and on that journey it took on more and more 
opportunist zigzags. Nevertheless, certainly 
up until the 1980s, the CPGB organised the 
best militants. It was the largest contingent 
of the socialist working class in Britain. 

Historically the CPGB was an enigma. On 
the one hand, it tried to meet the needs of the 
bureaucracy in the Soviet Union. On the other 
hand, it reacted to, and attempted to serve, 
workers’ needs in Britain - usually in a nar¬ 
row, trade union sense. The CPGB did lead 
political strikes - for example against Labour's 
In place of strife and the Conservatives’ In¬ 
dustrial Relations Act. But this was regarded 
primarily as a trade union question, from 
which would spontaneously flow the energy 
needed to put the national reformist British 
road to socialism into practice. 

It was essential to conduct our struggle 
inside the CPGB. Indeed, it was something that 
other revolutionaries should have done. It was 
not incorrect to operate inside the Labour 
Party, as several groups did and still do, but 
the key immediate site of struggle was inside 
the CPGB, where for a greater part of its his¬ 
tory the leadership used the language of 
Marxism, and actually led militant contingents 
of the working class. The fate of the working 
class rested on reforging the CPGB, and that 
is what the comrades who founded The 
Leninist set out to do. 

I came across Tlte Leninist during the min¬ 
ers’ Great Strike of 1984-85.1 was a member of 
the CPGB - a naive member, I suppose. I was 
not quite convinced by the British road - the 
most articulate programme of reformism that 
this country has ever produced. First, it was 
necessary to elect a left Labour majority - 
hopefully given some backbone by a few 
Communist Party MPs. Then the ‘revolution’ 
would proceed through a series of more and 
more leftwing governments, and end up with 
socialism, and maybe even communism, in 
one country. It is safe to say that there were 
shortcomings in this schema. 

What I learnt from The Leninist came as a 
revelation to me. One particular article listed 
all the CPGB factions and all the main revolu¬ 
tionary groups, and, just as I am trying to do 
with this speech, compared the reality of the 
left as it existed with the tasks demanded by 
the objective situation. Like today the conclu¬ 
sion was that the movement as it existed was 
not up to the job (‘The miners’ strike: from the 
jaws of defeat’ The Leninist Nol5, January 
1985). The miners’ strike was full of possibili¬ 
ties, yet where was the left, what was it say¬ 
ing? This article went through all the existing 
left groups and ended with the CPGB itself. It 
looked briefly at all the factions within the 
party: the Eurocommunists, the right oppor¬ 
tunists, the proto-CPB rebels, Straight Left. 

I was driving home after a demonstration 
in support of the miners, stuck in a traffic jam, 
when I began reading this. When the queue 
began to move, I did not want to put down 
the article and continued reading every time 
I stopped at traffic lights. I did not regard the 
description of CPGB factions as “gossip”. 
This was my party, of which I had been a 
member for 15 years, yet was ignorant of such 
essential details of its inner life. The Leninist 
gave me vital information, which also pointed 
towards the possibility of a way forward. 
Then, as now, we do not have all the an¬ 
swers, but we are putting forward the ques¬ 
tions. Was it wrong to do that? I do not think 
it was. If anything, The Leninist came too 
late. What we were able to save from the old 
CPGB was next to nothing: a handful of com¬ 
rades. 

Before I move on to my second example, 
let us stay for a moment with what remains 
of ‘official communism’ and link in our cov¬ 
erage of the CPGB with an article on the 
South African Communist Party from the 
latest Weekly Worker. The South African 
media has been full of the recent develop¬ 
ments in the party, and The Guardian has 
also published a couple of articles on it. The 
bourgeoisie thinks the SACP is important - 
it obviously is, but it is a highly contradic¬ 
tory organisation. On the one hand, it pro¬ 
vides members of the South African 
government; on the other hand, it provides 
practically the entire leadership of the main, 
very militant. South African trade union or¬ 
ganisation. I would say a central task of the 
working class in South Africa is to win or 
split the SACP. To win over all the best parts. 
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all the most militant members, in order to es¬ 
tablish a genuinely revolutionary party in 
South Africa. 

We featured the rebellion of SACP rank 
and file delegates at the 11th Congress on 
our front page and I think we were quite right 
to do so. It is interesting that Blade 
Nzimande, the general secretary, faced with 
all these reports about divisions, complained 
that the media were distracting from the 
SACP's ‘unity’. He urged delegates not to 
do anything that might indicate the truth of 
these stories. The idea was to deny what was 
obvious to everyone - that the SACP is a 
party of fundamental contradictions. Tish 
Newlands notwithstanding, it is essential to 
look at the divisions and try to find a way 
out of this mess. This is the job of commu¬ 
nists and must not be left to the bourgeois 
media. 

SLP shenanigans 

My next example concerns the Weekly Work¬ 
er's coverage of the Socialist Labour Party, 
which was set up by Arthur Scargill in 1996. 
It was a veiy small-scale break from Labour 
which managed to pull together a layer of 
trade union bureaucrats, as well as some 
scattered forces from the Labour Party and 
the left. The SLP had possibilities and was 
certainly a site for struggle for the forging of 
a genuine Communist Party - the organisa¬ 
tion we actually need. But it was crippled 
from birth by the constitution that Scargill 
imposed upon it. 

But this did not stop us from engaging 
with this new formation and fighting for what 
objectively is necessary. So in the pages of 
the Weekly Worker we exposed the shenani¬ 
gans of the SLP leadership. We covered the 
‘voidings’ of comrades who were allegedly 
members or supporters of other organisa¬ 
tions. Their SLP membership was annulled 
at the whim of Scargill. He informed such 
people - some of them, it is true, were CPGB 
comrades, but others had no connection 
with any left organisation whatsoever - that 
they had never been an SLP member in the 
first place because they had allegedly falsi¬ 
fied their membership application fomi. They 
had put their signature to a statement which 
read: “I am not a member of any other politi¬ 
cal organisation.” That was the witch-hunt¬ 
ing device he used in order to rid his party of 
‘undesirable elements’. 

Later on we covered the question of the 
3,000 votes which suddenly appeared from 
nowhere at the December 1997 congress of 
the SLP. The North West, Cheshire and Cum¬ 
bria Miners Association, unannounced by 
Scargill in advance, was able to ensure that 
every decision arrived at was in accordance 
with his wishes. Individual members ac¬ 
counted for around 2,000 votes at that con¬ 
gress, but this one organisation had a block 
vote of 3,000. Whether the NWCCMA has 
3,000 members I do not know. But it is quite 
likely that the majority of them had never even 
heard of the SLP. Yet three bureaucrats cast 
votes on their behalf - in actual fact on behalf 
of Scargill. 

Then there was a certain Patrick Sikorski, 
who has just been elected deputy general sec¬ 
retary of the RMT. He was Scargill’s main 
‘doorkeeper’. He was the one who tried to 
ensure that members and supporters of other 
political organisations were kept out. If some 
‘innocent’ comrades were caught in the net, 
that was just unfortunate. And ah the time, he 
himself remained a member of the Fourth In¬ 
ternational Supporters Caucus, whose com¬ 
rades remained tightly organised together as 
a tolerated faction within the SLP. 

The weird and wonderful Economic and 
Philosophic Science Review comrades were 
also members of the SLP. Roy Bull, the editor 
of that glorious publication, was actually 
elected vice-president of the SLP in 1998, 
when Scargill decided he had had enough of 
Sikorski and Fisc. Within a couple of months, 
though, he had got rid of Bull too. Then of 
course there is that marvellous chap, Harpal 
Brar, whose ultra-Stalinism is really something 
to behold, and whose followers have provided 
some ‘theoretical’ cover for Scargill - for ex¬ 
ample, in backing the September 11 terrorist 
attacks on the party’s NEC. 

So, was publicising all this worth doing or 
not? When the SWP’s Rob Hoveman ad¬ 
dressed Communist University, he said, 
when referring to those forces likely to be 
campaigning for a ‘no’ vote in the euro ref¬ 


erendum, ‘‘How can the SLP be taken seri¬ 
ously? It is just a shell, a moribund organi¬ 
sation.” Where does he get his information 
from about the SLP, I wonder? Scargill, as a 
political leader - not as a fighter for the work¬ 
ing class, a trade union militant, but as a po¬ 
litical leader - is discredited in the eyes of the 
entire left. People know what Scargill is like 
and that Scargillism is not the future. How 
do they know that? Because of the Weekly 
Worker. I think we did a service to the left, 
and to the working class as a whole, in our 
exposure of Scargill and the SLP. 

Let us now come to the present, and the 
final example - an organisation which is our 
main focus today. That is, of course, the So¬ 
cialist Alliance. Right from the beginning we 
were part of the SA. It was originally created 
on the initiative of Socialist Party comrades 
as an answer to the SLP, when Scargill told 
them they could not enter his party. We joined 
version one of what was then the Network of 
Socialist Alliances - a very low-key affair with 
Dave Nellist in Coventry and lohn Nicholson 
up in Manchester. Nicholson et al hated us 
for simply reporting what they had to say. 
They thought we had no business repeating 
debates that were taking place inside a devel¬ 
opment which could lay the basis for deeper 
political unity. 

Version two stalled off as the London So¬ 
cialist Alliance. It was formed in 1999 for the 
purpose of standing in the European elec- 
dons in the capital. In the end the SWP, fol¬ 
lowed by every other organisation apart from 
ourselves, got cold feet when Scargill an¬ 
nounced he was to head the SLP hst in Lon¬ 
don - they did not think they were “viable” 
compared to Scargill. There was an unsuc¬ 
cessful move in February 1999 to expel the 
CPGB from the LSA - comrade Hoveman put 
up his hand for this proposal. He did this 
because we were reporting the plans and 
differences over the way forward among the 
groups represented on the LSA in the 
Weekly Worker. That was regarded as unac¬ 
ceptable. As though the left getting together 
is none of the business of the working class, 
and our differences, and the way we grapple 
towards a solution, should not be analysed 
in working class newspapers. 

Today, after the relative success of version 
three, not least in last year’s general election, 
we are involved in an ongoing campaign for a 
Socialist Alliance paper. We know that the 
SWP sees the alliance as an electoral united 
front from which they hope to recruit. So they 
want the Socialist Alliance to stay half-formed. 
They certainly do not want an SA paper. We, 
on the other hand, see the Socialist Alliance 
as the main site today for our fight for what is 
necessary: that is, a revolutionary party. We 
want to win that battle, to transform the alli¬ 
ance itself into the kind of party we need. For 
that to happen we need a paper. That is why, 
in the pages of the Weekly Worker, we deal 
with the Socialist Alliance, with these cam¬ 
paigns in particular, as part of that central 
struggle. 

Lenin’s target 

When the left makes criticisms of the Weekly 
Worker and of the CPGB. are they ignorant 
of the history of the Bolsheviks, and of Lenin 
himself? Let us come to the other element in 
the title of this talk, Iskra, which waged a bat¬ 
he in 1902-03 culminating in a united party, 
the RSDLP (unfortunately it split straight 
away, along unexpected factional hnes). But 
against whom were Lenin’s writings - not 
only in Iskra, but in most of his polemics - 
directed? Who were his targets? Was it the 
tsar, the Cadets, the Black Hundreds? Actu¬ 
ally no. The main butt of Lenin’s polemics 
were others on the left. Why was that? Did 
he not think that the tsar’s regime was aw¬ 
ful? He knew it just as we know that Tony 
Blair is not a working class partisan, and that 
the NHS is in a terrible state. We know those 
things. But we want to go beyond those self- 
evident truths to what we can actually do 
about it, to provide the answer. That is why 
Lenin in his day kept hammering away at 
what was necessary. Martov, Trotsky, 
Bogdanov, Plekhanov, Bukharin, etc - these 
personalities and the politics they fronted 
were Lenin’s targets. 

So is the Weekly Worker the new Iskral 
Well, I would be more modest than that. We 
do not have a Lenin or a Trotsky. Let us say 
we set ourselves the same aim as Lenin set 
for Iskra. The problem with the rest of the left 


is that they attempt to put out their version of 
Pravda, but they do not have a hope of reach¬ 
ing the millions in the current period. It is the 
wrong job they are setting themselves. With 
the founding of a Communist Party, that is the 
time, in my opinion, for the establishment of a 
Pravda. We cannot do that now. 

Yet we are ambitious, not only in relation 
to the movement in Britain, but to that of the 
world. We are not like the SWP. Look at how 
it relates to other organisations of the 
masses. I have already spoken about how it 
sees the Socialist Alliance, but how does it 
regard, for example, the SACP, which I have 
also mentioned? The SWP’s fraternal group¬ 
ing in South Africa, Keep Left, actually en¬ 
tered the SACP in 1999. Last year it pulled 
out. We do not know why. We do not know 
what the comrades had in mind when they 
went in - presumably it was simply for the 
purpose of recruitment. But would not the 
intervention of a genuinely revolutionary 
faction inside the SACP have been a crucial 
factor in the present crisis? 

Recently we carried an interview with 
Munyaradzi Gwisai of the International Social¬ 
ist Organisation Zimbabwe ( Weekly Worker 
July 25). He spoke about how the SWP sug¬ 
gested the possibility of entryist tactics in re¬ 
lation to the Movement for Democratic 
Change, the party originally set up by the trade 
union movement as a result of the big out¬ 
breaks of strikes and militancy that occurred 
in Zimbabwe in the late 1990s. Quite rightly, 
the ISO went in. But what was the aim? 

We read in the same interview that, al¬ 
though the comrades got the idea of entryism 
from the SWP, they got the idea of trying to 
win or split the MDC from elsewhere. So 
what strategy did Alex Callinicos put forward 
for ISO work in the MDC? Surely when you 
have an organisation overwhelmingly made 
up of working class militants, on the one 
hand, and, on the other hand, it also contains 
influential members of the black bourgeoi¬ 
sie and the white farmers, and is increasingly 
backed by international capital, what is nec¬ 
essary is a strategy aimed at splitting that or¬ 
ganisation, in order to win something 
worthwhile for the working class. Serious en¬ 
gagement, not a recruiting posse, was what 
was called for. 

Why then did the SWP advise the ISO to 
go into the MDC? Presumably for the same 
reason as their comrades went into the South 
African Communist Party, and as they them¬ 
selves act inside the Socialist Alliance. 

What we champion, by contrast, are the 
needs of the whole working class. We do not 
limit ourselves to recruitment to our own or¬ 
ganisation. That is just pathetic. What we 
want to do is establish an organisation that 
can win for our class. We want that not only 
in this country, but for the whole world. That 
is why we keep hammering away on this cen¬ 
tral question of the working class party. 

The final thing I want to touch on, before 
I finish, is what would happen to our Iskra- 
like role, if we closed down the Weekly 
Worker in order to become part of a new 
Socialist Alliance unofficial paper? We are 
not talking about if the SWP suddenly had a 
change of heart, and agreed that there 
should be an official Socialist Alliance news¬ 
paper. In that case we know what that paper 
would be like. It would not be up to the job, 
and we would need to keep the Weekly 
Worker going. But what if ourselves and the 
AWL actually came to an agreement where 
we would pool our resources on an unoffi¬ 
cial SA paper? Where would that leave our 
project? 

Well, as far as I am concerned, that project 
still holds good. I know AWL comrades have 
got differences with us. There would be room 
in such a paper for all sorts of tilings - more 
than are covered now. hi my view we should 
cover trade union questions, for example, in 
the same way as we cover questions of the 
Socialist Alliance, the SLP, the SACP and all 
the rest: how revolutionaries ought to behave 
in those organisations, and the need for com¬ 
munist political organisation. For us the new 
paper would have to champion the need for a 
working class party, and the need to fight to 
transform the Socialist Alliance in such a di¬ 
rection. 

No doubt all sorts of compromises might 
be necessary. But if we are able to persuade 
the AWL comrades of the centrality of this 
project, and of the SA in furthering it, I think 
we wih be able to come to an arrangement • 


Call for Socialist 
Alliance paper 

An appeal for a regular Socialist 
Alliance newspaper has been launched 
by three leading members, Dave 
Church, Marcus Strom and Martin 
Thomas. To add your name to the 
appeal please email your support to: 
marcus. strom@ ntlworld.com 


We, the undersigned, believe that the Socialist Al¬ 
liance must launch a regular, campaigning news¬ 
paper as an urgent priority. This publication should: 

• Fight to build the agreed actions of the Socialist 
Alliance, maintain our public profile between elec¬ 
tions and give news, analysis and practical guidance 
to our activists on the ground. 

• Reflect the diversity of views in our alliance. ASo- 
cialist Alliance paper must have space for the open 
exchange of ideas, for comradely polemic and the 
presentation of minority views. Wherever possible, 
we should afford the right of reply in our paper. 

• Strike a balance between agitation and propa¬ 
ganda in its pages. Working class readers should 
not be patronised ortalked down to. Our paper must 
carry longer theoretical pieces, as well as snappy, 
factual, socialist reportage. 

If the majority of the SA continues to block an of¬ 
ficial publication, the minority should fight for the 
launch of an unofficial paper. 


Additional 

signatories 

Nicola Bent (Lambeth) 
Janine Booth (Hackney) 
John Bridge (Camden) 
Alison Brown (Sheffield) 
James Bull (Teesside) 
Peter Burton (SSP) 
Matthew Caygill (Leeds) 
Jane Clarke (Bedfordshire) 
Steve Cooke (Teesside) 
Lawrie Coombs (Tees¬ 
side) 

Tim Cooper (Nottingham) 

Chris Croome (Teesside) 
James Cunningham 

(South Birmingham) 

Mathew Danaher 

(Southampton) 

Mervyn Davies (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Ian Donovan (Southwark) 

Arthur Downs (former 
mayor, Tower Hamlets) 

Jim Drysdale 
Laura Duval (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Pete Edwards (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mark Ferguson (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Alf Filer (Brent) 

Janice Fowler (Southwark) 
Steve Freeman (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Ray Gaston (Leeds 
steering committee) 

Darrell Goodliffe 

(Cambridgeshire) 

Andy Gunton (Lambeth) 
Billy Hodson (Teesside) 
Chris Jones (chair, 
Merseyside) 

Eryk Karas (Bedfordshire) 

Sarah Lawlor (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Terry Liddle (treasurer, 
Greenwich) 


Ron Lynn (Lambeth) 
Lesley Mahmood 

(executive committee, 
coordinator Merseyside) 
Rob Marsden (Leicester) 

Laurie McCauley (North 
Yorkshire) 

Anne Me Shane (chair, 
Hackney) 

Sam Metcalf (Nottingham) 

Duncan Morrison 

(Lewisham) 

Paul Nicholson (South¬ 
ampton) 

Harry Nugent (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Dave Osier (Hackney) 
Dave Parks (Exeter) 

Harry Paterson (Notting¬ 
hamshire) 

Mike Perkins (Southamp¬ 
ton) 

Peter Pierce (Greenwich) 
Phil Pope (Southampton) 

Charlie Pottins (Brent) 
Peter Radcliff (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Daniel Randall (Notting¬ 
ham) 

Lee Rock (Waltham Forest) 

Mike Rowley (Oxford) 
Dave Spencer (Coventry) 
Alan Stevens (chair, 
Greenwich) 

Danny Thompson 
(Bedfordshire) 

Steve Turner (Bedford¬ 
shire) 

Mike Wagstaff (Colches¬ 
ter) 

Pete Weller (Lambeth) 
Geoff Wexler (Cambridge¬ 
shire) 

Paul Willoughby (East 
Kent) 

Jay Woolrich (Leicester) 
Patrick Yarker (Norfolk 
and Norwich) 
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AWL AND ANTI-SEMITISM 

A spoonful of tar 



Sharon: Zionism cannot combat anti- 
jewish racism 


C live Bradley’s latest attempt to 
defend the Alliance for Workers’ 
Liberty’s eccentric accusations of 
anti-semitism against much of the left 
smacks of desperation (Letters, August 
22 ). 

For comrade Bradley, the issue at stake 
is “whether it is acceptable that sections 
of the left display reactionary attitudes 
towards jews. Of course such attitudes 
are not direct parallels with racism of a 
fascist or bourgeois state kind. And of 
course they are not ‘outright’, as I put it 
in my previous letter. But they are unac¬ 
ceptable on the left.” 

Sorry, but no, this is not what the de¬ 
bate is about at all. A debate about 
whether “it is acceptable” that sections 
of the left “display reactionary attitudes 
towards jews” presupposes that we have 
agreement that “sections of the left” (pri¬ 
marily the Socialist Workers Party) hold 
“reactionary attitudes towards jews" in 
the first place. But we do not have such 
agreement, and I for one have never made 
any such accusation against the SWP. 
This kind of sleight-of-hand polemic by 
comrade Bradley is a dishonest debat¬ 
er’s trick, along the lines of ‘Have you 
stopped beating your wife yet?’, and is 
unworthy of a Marxist like himself. 

The allegation that the SWP hold “re¬ 
actionary attitudes towards jews” is rub¬ 
bish. and our polemic against the SWP 
on the national question in the Middle 
East is not about that. We do not think 
die SWP are anti-semites: we consider 
diem to be new left moralists. We take it 
for granted, based on experience over 
decades, that they are firm, irreconcilable 
opponents of racism, including anti¬ 
semitism, and can only regard the AWL’s 
accusations to the contrary as flaky non¬ 
sense. 

These accusations of anti-semitism are 
particularly bizarre, given that the SWP 
is well known to have a large jewish com¬ 
ponent in its leadership, including, but 
not limited to, the extended family of the 
late Tony Cliff and Chanie Rosenberg, 
and of course John Rose, the author of 
the “notorious” (to the AWL) pamphlet 
Israel: the hijack state, my review of 
which sparked this exchange in the first 
place. These jewish comrades are/were 
the authors of the SWP’s policy on the 
Middle East. Is the AWL saying they are 
anti-semites? If so, the only way quite 
frankly they can justify this is by echo¬ 
ing the disgusting paradigm of the so- 
called ‘self-hatingjew’ - which has always 
been the ideological banner of the worst 
reactionaries among the jewish people in 
their battle against progressive, revolu¬ 
tionary-inclined jewish militants. 

It should be noted that while to my 
knowledge the AWL has never explic¬ 
itly levelled this reactionary accusation 
against the SWP’s jewish cadre, it has 
come pretty damn close. An indication 
of the climate of opinion this nonsense 
has produced in and around the organi¬ 
sation is shown by an incredibly philis¬ 
tine letter from one of its supporters in 
Solidarity (August 8). After noting that 
some (who?) would call Tony Cliff a ‘ ‘jew¬ 
ish self-hater”, ‘Vic’ from Norwich goes 
on to attack Socialist Review (July/Au¬ 
gust) for publishing a largely unexcep¬ 
tionable, orthodox Marxist historical 
article on ‘The jewish question’ by Sabby 
Sagall. Comrade Sagall’s article approv¬ 
ingly cites the characterisation by the 
jewish Trotskyist leader, Abram Leon, of 
die jewish people in medieval Europe as 
a ‘people-class’ involved in commerce 
and later usury. ‘Vic’ sneeringly bates 
the author: “Presumably Africans filled 
an economic need in the 19th century by 
being a ‘slave class’.” 

This is embarrassing in its ignorance 
and/or dishonesty. The theory of jews 
in medieval Europe as a people-class 


originated with Marx and was elabo¬ 
rated in a major work of Marxist his¬ 
torical analysis by Leon, who as the 
price for his heroism in organising 
clandestine resistance against the 
Nazis in occupied Belgium fell into 
the hands of the Gestapo in 1944 
and was subsequentiy murdered in 
Auschwitz. So if the AWL’s corre¬ 
spondent wants to accuse the origi¬ 
nators of this particular analysis of 
jewish history of being ‘self-haters’, 
he should have die political cour¬ 
age not to direct his allegation 
merely at Cliff, but at Abram Leon 
and Karl Marx. 

If AWL supporters want to argue 
in terms of historical analysis and 
fact that the Marx-Leon theories on 
the jewish question are wrong, then 
they are of course free to do so - by 
means of some real, systematised 
evidence and reasoning. However, 
this kind of crude, comic-book ‘po¬ 
lemic’ only implies that Marxist so¬ 
cialism was an anti-semitic 
movement from its inception. I some¬ 
how doubt that the AWL would go that 
far. But the fact that an AWL supporter 
can make such an argument in the first 
place shows how the centre of gravity 
of AWL politics on the jewish question 
has shifted away from Marxism and in 
the direction of Zionism. 

It is in this context, albeit with slightly 
more sophistication than his Marx-bash- 
ing comrade ‘Vic’, that comrade Bradley 
writes: “I couldn’t care less whether my 
opposition to the SWP’s reactionary 
drivel on Israel/Palestine is left or right- 
wing criticism, as long as it’s right. ‘Hy¬ 
perbole’ means (roughly) ‘exaggeration’. 
So [the] complaint is not that we falsely 
accuse the SWP of a form of anti-semit¬ 
ism, but that we overstate the point and 
use unwise words to describe it. Allow 
that. Allow that tactically we approach 
the issue too aggressively, run the risk 
of alienating SWP members, play into 
their leaders’ hands. Is the substantial 
point right or wrong?” 

Wrong, of course. This criticism of the 
SWP as being ‘anti-semitic’ is not merely 
wrong in quantitative terms: ie, exagger¬ 
ated. It is wrong in qualitative terns: ie, it 
is a false, slanderous criticism, rather akin 
to the lies of the Stalinists that Trotsky¬ 
ists were supporters of Hitler. The “hy¬ 
perbole” I wrote of was of a cavalcade of 
false characterisations that merely show 
that the AWL is incapable of criticising 
the SWP’s bad politics on the Middle 
East without slandering them, laying 
false criticisms on top of correct ones in 
order to paint a picture of the SWP as not 
merely ‘revolutionary’ anti-democrats 
and moralists, but in effect quasi- 
pogromists to boot. 

This mingling of ties with the truth, in 
order to paint a warped and demonised 
picture of the SWP, is really a product of 
the AWL’s own inability to fully embrace 
consistent democracy. Sharing large el¬ 
ements of the SWP’s method of capitu¬ 
lation to nationalism, the AWL has, in 
reacting against the standard ‘far-left’ 
capitulation to the ‘nationalism of the 
oppressed’ that that SWP epitomises, 
flipped over to embrace elements of Zi¬ 
onism - ie, the nationalism of the oppres¬ 
sor in the current context - justified with 
all sort of liberal bleating about the un¬ 
deniable terrible past sufferings of the 
jews. This kind of hyperbole, exaggerat¬ 
ing the perfidy of the SWP into some¬ 
thing fantastic, only benefits the SWP 
leadership politically and discredits the 
rational elements of the AWL’s politics, 
those elements that we share. 

It is of course symptomatic that com¬ 
rade Bradley is indifferent as to whether 
his criticisms of the SWP come from a left- 
wing or a rightwing standpoint. That is. 


he is indifferent as to whether they come 
from a standpoint of consistent democ¬ 
racy and revolutionary socialism, or 
whether they come from a position of 
reconciliation with the status quo of rac¬ 
ist oppression of the Palestinians by the 
Israeli state. What comrade Bradley is 
concerned about it being “right”. But 
‘rightness’ regarding complex political 
and social questions does not exist in 
isolation from the interests of contend¬ 
ing social forces. What is “right” from the 
point of view of someone who identifies 
themselves with one social force in a 
conflict is not “right” for someone who 
identifies themselves with their oppo¬ 
nents. 

The fact that leading AWL cadres 
have on occasion publicly characterised 
themselves as being Zionist says some¬ 
thing about their alleged objectivity on 
such matters. Of course, as consistent 
democrats who defend the national 
rights of the Israeli jews (despite the re¬ 
actionary politics of Zionism that are 
dominant among this people today), we 
have no more reason to shun the AWL 
because of this flaw that we have to shun 
their mirror-images among the left-liberal 
tailists of Arab nationalism, such as the 
SWP. But neither will we refrain from criti¬ 
cism of the reactionary content of the 
AWL’s softness on Zionism, any more 
than we will refrain from criticising those 
on the left who act as apologists for 
Hamas. 

Comrade Bradley complains bitterly 
about my comparison of Israel’s treat¬ 
ment of the Palestinians with the way the 
jews themselves were treated in Nazi Ger¬ 
many prior to World War II and the be¬ 
ginning of the actual genocide. He writes: 
“Israel is racist and becoming more so. 
But it is still a million miles from Germany 
in the 1930s. By 1939, the date comrade 
Donovan picks, not only had Hitler 
crushed the workers’ movement, 
rounded up thousands upon thousands 
of militants and enacted laws against 
jews (they were well underway in 1934) 
and others - but the physical war against 
the jews was raging” (emphasis in origi¬ 
nal). 

Well, it is certainly true that tire Israeli 
regime has not crushed its own, jewish 
workers’ movement - it certainly is not 
and never has been a fascist regime in¬ 
ternally. Indeed, for decades the main 
Zionist state-sponsored trade union 
body, the Histradut, was one of the main 
employers in Israel - a product of the ex¬ 
tremely unusual origins of this bourgeois 
state and the sometime ‘socialist’ veneer 
of Zionism. However, from the point of 
view of Palestinian Arabs, this difference 
is not so great as one might think. For 


those not regarded as full and wor¬ 
thy (ie, jewish) citizens of the Israeli 
state, anything can be done, in¬ 
cluding actions similar to those of 
the Nazis prior to the holocaust. 

Israel over the years has cer¬ 
tainly rounded up thousands upon 
thousands of (Arab) militants and 
enacted laws against Arabs - they 
have been there for several dec¬ 
ades - and the physical war against 
the Palestinians has also been 
underway for the same decades. 
That is the simple material reason 
why comparisons between Zion¬ 
ist Israel and Nazi Germany are 
widespread among Palestinians, 
and partisans of their struggle. 
The fact that the AWL cannot 
comprehend this is simply a reflec¬ 
tion of their own inability to em¬ 
brace consistent democracy for all 
peoples and their absorption of 
elements of Israeli nationalism in¬ 
stead. 

Comrade Bradley blunders on: “I 
accused the SWP of ‘double 
standards’ regarding jews. To respond, 
as comrade Donovan does, that they’re 
also reactionary towards Irish protestants 
so the standards aren’t really ‘double’ is 
a bit peculiar.” Whether he misses the 
point from simple political blindness or 
dishonesty is not clear. This being that 
the SWP’s position on Israel is exactly 
the same as the traditional left position 
on the British-Irish in Ulster. It is indeed 
“a bit peculiar” that a representative of 
the AWL cannot get the point being 
made here. After all, this is an organisa¬ 
tion whose predecessor. Workers Fight, 
in the early 1970s was so fervent in its 
vicarious support for Irish republicanism 
that it refused to lend its name to any 
united front-type initiative around the 
question of Ireland that did not include 
the demand, ‘Victory to the IRA’. This 
ultra-republican demand, which was 
clearly for the forcible reunification of 
Ireland, irrespective of the wishes of the 
‘privileged’ British-Irish, was pretty stu¬ 
pid - just as stupid as some of the verbi¬ 
age the SWP comes out with today about 
the Middle East. 

But it would have been utterly scan¬ 
dalous - a Stalinist slander in fact - if any¬ 
one had suggested that the motivation 
for this position was anti-protestant big¬ 
otry, or a desire for pogroms and blood¬ 
shed against the protestant population 
on grounds of religion and ethnicity. In 
reality, what was behind this was a ha¬ 
tred of oppression mobilised behind a 
programme characterised by a militant, 
‘anti-imperialist’ form of radicalism that 
was non-Marxist and non-Bolshevik, not 
consistently democratic. The kind of criti¬ 
cism that was appropriate for Workers 
Fight in 1972 is singularly appropriate to 
the SWP today. Or were Workers Fight 
‘left’ pogromists in 1972? 

Comrade Bradley seems to be incapa¬ 
ble of comprehending basic class argu¬ 
ments regarding how to combat bigotry. 
He professes to believe that “hostility to 
jews is not worse than towards other 
groups, uniquely vile or whatever”, but 
then complains that, “The difference is 
that the implicit attitudes towards jews 
which exist on the left are not common 
towards other groups.” Yet, somewhat 
circularly, he gives no evidence of this - 
only the AWL’s own idiosyncratic rea¬ 
soning that equates a left-moralistic re¬ 
action to Zionist oppression with 
anti-semitic bigotry. 

The comrade overstates things con¬ 
siderably when he writes that “anti-semit¬ 
ism has very deep roots in our culture, 
and on the left sometimes you see vari¬ 
ants of anti-semitic themes (conspiracies, 
and so on)”. In fact, since the holocaust, 
anti-semitism has become the least ‘re¬ 


spectable’ form of bigotry in the west, 
certainly in Britain and the US - slightly 
less so on the continent, where the roots 
of fascism were deeper. The SWP’s lib¬ 
eral credentials on this score are just as 
bona-fide as the AWL’s, quite frankly - 
from their demanding a ban on the sale 
of Hitler’s Mein Kampf in bookshops to 
their outraged and quite misplaced pro¬ 
tests against Norman Finkelstein’s The 
holocaust industry, which is a leftist cri¬ 
tique of US imperialism’s manipulation of 
the memory of the holocaust for its own 
propaganda purposes, not least in the 
Middle East. Foolish liberals? Perhaps. 
Anti-semites? What nonsense! 

What comrade Bradley fails to note, 
however, is the deep roots of anti-mus- 
lim and anti-Arab bigotry that exist in ‘ ‘our 
culture”, not least as a product of the 
Israel-Palestine question. This brings us 
again to the question of whether in or¬ 
der to fight anti-jewish sentiment, tend¬ 
ing towards racism, among muslims, it is 
necessary to prove one’s opposition to 
the oppression of Arab muslims by the 
Zionists. Comrade Bradley, emphasising 
his “main point”, says emphatically ‘no’ 
to this question: “If combating anti-semit¬ 
ism requires of us that we demonstrate 
our anti-Zionism first... is a Zionist enti¬ 
tled to oppose anti-semitism? Or, as is 
strongly implied, does he or she deseive 
it?” 

The rhetorical question comrade 
Bradley uses to try to dodge this point is 
in many ways the most stupid thing in 
his whole letter. Let us take an example 
from the United States. Louis Farrakhan 
is a black man. Louis Farrakhan is also 
an anti-semite, and has expressed big¬ 
oted hostility to jews. But many jews, 
particularly in the last two and half dec¬ 
ades or so of reaction, have absorbed the 
racist values of white America, and in 
some cases have even added their own 
refinements to this. Therefore one can ask 
the question ... since Louis Farrakhan is 
an anti-semite, does he therefore deserve 
the racist hostility of many American 
jews? Certainly not. 

However, one can also ask: does Louis 
Farrakhan by his anti-semitism provoke 
racist sentiment among American jews? 
Certainly he does: he provokes and ex¬ 
acerbates it. It is also true that the racism 
of some jewish establishment figures in 
the United States helps to reinforce anti- 
semitic sentiment among sections of 
American blacks. What we have here is 
a couple of parallel, vicious circles, rein¬ 
forcing each other and dividing the work¬ 
ing class along ethnic/racial lines. What 
is clear from this is that bigotry begets 
bigotry, and that bigots of one type are 
simply incapable of combating comple¬ 
mentary forms of bigotry. 

In this context, the stupidity of com¬ 
rade Bradley’s rhetorical question is ex¬ 
posed. The point about whether or not a 
Zionist ‘deserves’ to be the victim of anti¬ 
semitism is a pathetic and scandalous red 
herring - unworthy of a socialist. It is 
obvious that the point being made here 
is quite simple - that Zionism involves a 
form of bigotry against Arabs and 
muslims, and therefore a Zionist cannot 
“oppose anti-semitism” in any meaning¬ 
ful way - on the contrary his or her big¬ 
otry can only provoke it, just as the 
anti-semitism of Farrakhan cannot com¬ 
bat racism among American jews: it can 
only provoke it. 

It really is pitiful to have to respond to 
this kind of abject nonsense from a ten¬ 
dency that is in fact capable of some re¬ 
ally interesting and thought-provoking 
analysis at times. But a spoonful of tar 
can spoil a barrelful of honey, and this 
kind of cranky rubbish certainly under¬ 
mines anything rational the AWL has to 
say in many eyes • 

Ian Donovan 
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SSP NATIONAL COUNCIL 


Alternative 

nationalism 


T he Scottish Socialist Party national 
council met for the first time since the 
June special conference on Sunday July 
25. The conference had agreed that the NC 
will take a bigger role in the decision-making 
process of the party. 

The main topic for discussion was the SSP 
election strategy for next year’s Scottish par¬ 
liamentary elections. Several amendments, 
mostly uncontentious, to Alan McCombes’s 
document, ‘The battle for Holyrood’, had 
been received. All were accepted by comrade 
McCombes except for one, originating with 
the Socialist Worker platform, which was put 
forward by several branches. This called for 
the war on Iraq to be the central theme of our 
campaign. It was eventually withdrawn in fa¬ 
vour of an executive alternative amendment 
which assured comrades that our opposition 
to any war against Iraq would be made clear 
in SSP election material. 

Clearly the executive would rather concen¬ 
trate on the Scottish service tax and such like. 
As Alan McCombes put it, we should “go out 
and fight for what can be achieved in the Scot¬ 
tish parliament” - not very much then! 

Another interesting question concerned 
how we relate to left candidates outwith the 
SSP. The examples given were Denis Canavan, 
Margo MacDonald of the Scottish National 
Party and Dorothy Grace Elder, who left the 
SNP to stand as an independent. Comrade 
McCombes said that to stand against such 
people would be “cutting off our nose to spite 
our face”. He dealt mainly with left independ¬ 
ents, suggesting that we should ask them to 
commit themselves on certain key issues such 
as opposition to any war. If they agree, then 
we should not stand against them. 

Well, the method is there, but the political 
reasoning is not. Firstly such an approach 
should be aimed primarily at those working 
class people who vote for the Labour Party 
as a class-conscious act. If we are to break the 
working class from Labour, then we must have 
a theorised approach. We should be challeng¬ 
ing leftwing Labour candidates to stand on 
key issues we put forward and if they agree 
support them. This would be a thorn in the 
side of the Blair government, because by 
making a swathe of Labour candidates our 
candidates a significant split could be pro¬ 
voked. 

This proposal is more a reflection of the po¬ 
litical ground that the SSP leadership is trying 
to carve out for itself - a combination of SNP 
nationalism and something that is slightly left 
of old Labour. According to Allan Green, “We 
want to take votes from Labour and the SNP 
in equal numbers.” Of course socialists should 
be trying to take working class votes from the 
SNP or any other nationalist organisation, but 
not on the basis of offering a different foim of 
nationalism in the shape of an “independent 
socialist Scotland”. We must fight to win the 
working class away from nationalism as an 
ideology altogether. 

The last point of interest over the election 
campaign is the executive’s proposal to pro¬ 
duce a four-page, full-colour broadsheet news¬ 
paper with articles about various aspects of 
party policy which can be delivered to a mil¬ 
lion households. Very ambitious and some¬ 
thing that could certainly win us a lot of 
support. The only criticism of this came from 
rural branches who said they would not have 
the cadre to distribute the papers over large 
underpopulated areas. But, as Alan Mc¬ 
Combes correctly pointed out, we would ob¬ 
viously concentrate on areas with a high 
density of population. 

Earlier the question of MSPs’ wages had 
come up - the SSP has a policy that its repre¬ 
sentatives should only take the equivalent of 
the average wage of a skilled worker, but one 
branch had called for this to be quantified. 


Tommy Sheridan had therefore written to the 
Scottish parliament information centre, which 
provided figures for various groups - eg, 
“clerical and secretarial occupations” or “craft 
and related occupations” - but it did not have 
a figure for the average wage of a skilled 
worker as such. The executive proposed that 
a range of the categories be taken into account, 
which would produce £24,676. This was ac¬ 
cepted by the NC. 

The whole debate stalled because appar¬ 
ently some comrades who had put themselves 
forward as candidates for the Scottish parlia¬ 
mentary poll suspected that if elected they 
would be taking a pay cut - which would cause 
problems for single parents, etc. But £24k is 
not an uncomfortable wage - especially, as 
comrades pointed out, when we are asking 
our full-timers to work for less than £500 a 
month. The SSP policy is aimed at being able 
to relate to the lifestyles of our working class 
constituency and also guards against our 
comrades who will be working for the party in 
a bourgeois environment being drawn into 
careerism and other such reactionary influ¬ 
ences which they will encounter on a daily ba¬ 
sis. If comrades do not believe they can live 
on the average wage of a skilled worker for 
whatever reason, then they should not stand 
for election. 

Following on from this came the financial 
report, which normally sees treasurer Allison 
Kane inform us that we do not have any 
money and everyone agrees that we need to 
do something about it. This time it involved a 
little bit more. When the Scottish comrades in 
the Socialist Workers Party joined the SSP last 
year, there was an agreement that the com¬ 
rades in the SW platform would continue to 
pay thek subs to the SWP centrally, and that 
these would then be passed on from London 
to Glasgow. The SWP agreed to pay a re¬ 
duced figure of £500 a month, but this has not 
been paid for the last five months - leaving 
£2,500 that the SSP had budgeted for still 
owed by the SWP. 

Comrade Kane reported that she had been 
in touch with the SWP several times, but each 
time was fobbed off and on the last occasion 
was told that the discussion was now over. 
Understandably comrade Kane was per¬ 
turbed. Comrades from the SW platform said 
they knew nothing about the situation and 
other members adopted a conciliatory attitude 


Once again the holiday period has taken 
its toll on our finances. With only three 
days to go before the end of our August 
fund we have only £343 towards our tar¬ 
get of £450. 

Comrades, the raising of this amount is 
not some optional extra, but an essential 
prerequisite for the publication of the 
Weekly Worker at its cmrent size and qual¬ 
ity. In other words, we need the full £450 
each and every month just to meet our 
running costs. What we do not get one 
month we must make up the next. However, 
after last month’s large deficit our shortfall 
for 2002 has now reached £485 - we only 
actually made our target in January and 
March. 

Desperate times call for desperate meas¬ 
ures. Firstly we will keep the August fund 
open until noon on Monday September 2 



Allan Green: SNP votes 


to what, if comrades were honest, is a very 
contentious issue. Comrade Sheridan asked 
SW comrades to put pressure on thek organi¬ 
sation to pay off the agreed debt. Once this is 
done, a further approach to the SWP should 
be made with a view to an'iving at a more ap¬ 
propriate amount. This was agreed by national 
council. 

There were various reports at the end of 
the meeting. There was a proposal that the 
SSP join the Scottish Democracy against the 
Euro campaign - an umbrella group which in¬ 
cludes various anti-euro organisations: we 
were not told who, other than that the Tories 
and the far right would not be included. 
Those of us that argued at conference for 
an active boycott of the referendum as the 
only independent working class position 
were told that the SSP would be able to put 
forward its own distinctive arguments 
against the euro within the ‘no’ campaign. 
The fact that the NC voted overwhelmingly 
to join this group is rather an indication that 
our voice will be lost amidst those who do 
not base their opposition to the new cur¬ 
rency on working class interests. 

Finally the national council reviewed plans 
for Socialism 2002, our forthcoming school. 
There are some interesting sessions pro¬ 
posed, such as ‘The SSP and Socialist Alli¬ 
ance - different models of regroupment’ , 
‘Labour and the unions’ and ‘Football - peo¬ 
ple’s game or big business’. However, under 
the section entitled ‘Events that shook the 
world’ there are sessions on Cuba, Iran, Nica¬ 
ragua and of course September 11, but notice¬ 
ably missing is anything to do with Russia. 

Still, I am sure ‘Why the Scots should rule 
Scotland’ will make up for that • 

Sarah McDonald 


- hopefully by then we will not have fallen 
further into the red. If comrades send off 
their donations immediately there is no 
reason why we cannot achieve the full 
£450. 

Secondly, we must ensure that from now 
on in there are four months of surplus. That 
would best be served if as many comrades 
as possible made provision for regular 
payments in the shape of a standing or¬ 
der. 

Special thanks this week to comrades EG 
(£30), TJ and RS (£20 each). Without your 
help we would be staling at an even greater 
deficit • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, or 
send cheques, payable to Weekly 
Worker 


Fighting fund 

Desperate times 


What we 
fight for 

aOur central aim is the organisation of all communists, revo¬ 
lutionary socialists and politically advanced workers into a 
Communist Party. Without such a party the working class is 
nothing; with it everything. 

a The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Commu¬ 
nist Party today. There are many leftwing ‘parties’, but in 
reality most are mere confessional sects. Those who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through the fullest, most open debate we 
seek to achieve unity in action and a common world out¬ 
look. As long as they support democratically agreed actions, 
members have the right to form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

■ Communists are committed to building the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance in England and Wales and the Scottish Socialist Party 
into a single revolutionary party. Communists advocate the 
principle, ‘One state, one party’. We oppose every manifes¬ 
tation of sectionalism. 

Communists are internationalists. It is an internationalist 
duty to fight for revolution against the existing state. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state, then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions, a Socialist Alliance of 
the EU and a Communist Party of the EU. 

The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with pol¬ 
lution, exploitation, crisis and war. As a global system 
capitalism can only be superseded globally. All forms of 
nationalist ‘socialism’ are reactionary and anti-working 
class. 

Socialism can never come through parliament. The capi¬ 
talist class will never willingly allow their wealth and power 
to be taken away through a parliamentary vote. They will 
resist, using every means at their disposal. Communists fa¬ 
vour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be read¬ 
ied to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, Scot¬ 
land and Wales, a federal Ireland and a United States of 
Europe. 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither exploitation of 
person by person, nor wars, classes, countries or nations. 
Communism is general freedom and the real beginning of 
human history. 

bAII who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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Soham 

murders 


This sick society 


T he rightwing media have typically 
manipulated the tragic abduction 
and murder of Jessica Chapman 
and Holly Wells in order to stir up a cli¬ 
mate of mass hysteria. This resulted in 
the gathering of a medieval-style lynch 
mob outside Peterborough Crown Court, 
in which Maxine Carr appeared last 
Wednesday, charged with perverting the 
course of justice. Seething with hatred, 
the mob carried placards reading ‘Rot in 
hell’ and ‘Bring back hanging’. Police 
restrained them as they screamed ob¬ 
scenities and threw eggs at the van in 
which Ms Carr was being transported. 
Many brought their children along to 
witness the spectacle. 

While it is impossible for us to under¬ 
stand what motivated one alienated in¬ 
dividual to commit such a horrendous 
crime, the hysterical response we have 
witnessed in the media here is a far cry 
from the reaction in Norway a couple of 
years ago to a similar incident. The Nor¬ 
wegian press at the time asked itself what 
had Norwegian society done to produce 
such a horrible act. People are not inerely 
atomised individuals, but are products of 
their social environment. Yet our media 
absolves British society from any re¬ 
sponsibility, and would have it that it 
these individuals alone are the problem. 
Such sentiments are a reflection of Mar¬ 
garet Thatcher’s view that ‘there is no 
such thing as society’ - only individuals 
and families. 

We must not forget that child abduc¬ 
tions are an extremely rare occurrence. 
Advising parents to keep their children 
under lock and key and fill them with fear 
of strangers cannot contribute to a 
healthier society, but will most likely pro¬ 
duce more warped and twisted adults 
brimming over with distrust. Besides, in 
the case of Holly and Jessica it was not a 
stranger who is alleged to have abducted 
them, but their school caretaker - some¬ 
body they knew and no doubt trusted. 
Statistics show that children are actually 
most at risk from abuse or even death at 
the hands of their parents or guardians. 
Yet it would not cross anybody’s mind 
to take all children away from their par¬ 
ents and put them into state custody. 

The publicity regarding the Soham 
murders was also, I feel, partially an is¬ 
sue of class and race. When a black 
youth disappeared in the not so distant 
past from a Tottenham council estate, no 
news coverage appeared at all. A few 
thousand people go missing from Lon¬ 
don every year, most of whom we never 
hear about in the press. Had Damilola 
Taylor merely been missing for a while in 
working class Peckham, I doubt he would 
have received the same coverage as he 
did in the wake of the Stephen Lawrence 
murder after he was killed. 

Another factor is that it is not clear that 
there was any sexual element involved 
in the murders, and nobody has yet has 
been charged. Huntley remains sec¬ 
tioned in a mental home and Carr remains 
under investigation. Under British law 
suspects are innocent until proven guilty, 
and miscarriages of justice are not that 
uncommon. While the suspects were 
being held, the tabloids felt free to pub¬ 
lish all kinds of speculation about tfiem. 
Associates of the couple have been in¬ 



Media-fuelled hysteria outside Peterborough Crown Court 


terviewed for cash sums, and solicitors 
acting for Ms Carr’s sister and husband 
wrote to editors asking the media to 
leave them alone (The Guardian August 
26). Relatives are living in fear of the lynch 
mobs. The Sun/News of the World pre¬ 
dictably renewed its campaign for the 
naming and shaming of sex offenders. 
The media invasion of Soham, along 
with the large financial rewards offered 
by the tabloids for information, caused 
extra grief to the girls’ families and must 
have affected the other residents of the 
town. 

It is also worthwhile to mention in pass¬ 
ing the case of nursery nurses Dawn 
Reed and Christopher Lillie, who were 
accused eight years ago of running a 
paedophile ring. Although they were 
found not guilty in court, in 1998 New¬ 
castle city council chose to publish the 
results of an independent inquiry, which 
claimed they had carried out all sorts of 
horrific acts, based on evidence that was 
extremely unreliable and misleading, to 
say the least. The media were quick to 
seize on this, not for an instant doubting 
their guilt. The Sun even made an appeal 
to its readers to ‘help us find these fiends’. 
The pair had to flee the city. Last week 
their names were cleared after they finally 
won their libel case. 

Due to the lynch mobs and their de¬ 
mands for the restoration of the death 
penalty, the question of capital punish¬ 
ment was discussed in a TV documen¬ 
tary last Thursday. It was worrying that 
the statistics showed a majority of the 
British population being in favour of res¬ 
toration. If one looks at the United 
States, a majority of inmates on death 
row are poor, and in most cases black. 
While the death penalty is claimed to be 
a deterrent, the statistics seem to show 
the opposite. Violent crime in the US is 
notoriously higher than in western Eu¬ 


rope. When Britain abolished the death 
penalty, there was no leap in homicides. 
We should, of course, strongly oppose 
any attempts to restore such a barbaric 
practice in this country. Likewise calling 
for measures such as harsher punish¬ 
ment only helps to obscure the root of 
the social ills that lie behind anti-social 
behaviour and crime. 

Lynch mobs do not represent some 
form of independent working class poli¬ 
tics. Far from it: they are nothing but a 
hysterical manifestation of reaction 
whipped up by the rightwing media. 
There is nothing progressive whatso¬ 
ever about a group of people baying for 
the blood of a murder suspect and his 
partner. 

Besides these elements, the emotional 
response of the flower-layers and can¬ 
dle-lighters was likened to the mass 
mourning over the death of princess 


Diana. Such public displays of grief over 
the deaths of strangers say much about 
how fragmented and atomised society 
has become. It is disturbing that people 
can only feel any sense of social solidar¬ 
ity through a media-fed hysteria. A 
Diana-style ‘celebration’ of the lives of 
the two girls is being organised for the 
public to express then' grief. Thankfully 
the girls’ families have expressed the wish 
for the funerals to be strictly private af¬ 
fairs and have asked both the media and 
the public not to attend. 

The vicar of St Andrew’s church in 
Soham asked the public to stay way from 
the town, as it has been inundated with 
gawpers. Several coach parties have 
turned up. Some went as far as to take 
out deckchairs and eat fish and chips in 
the churchyard, and a few even asked to 
see the caretaker’s house so they could 
take photographs, a phenomenon the 


vicar described as “macabre”. Indeed 
there does seem to be something sinis¬ 
ter about such reactions. 

In a less alienated society tragedies like 
the Soham murders would still occur. But 
surely they would be rarer. More to the 
point, after such an event society would 
have to ask itself profound questions 
about itself. People who commit violent 
or abusive acts against other human 
beings simply for their own gratification 
are obviously deeply disturbed, and it 
would be the task of a sane society not 
to punish, but to rehabilitate them. Pre¬ 
vention, so to speak, is better than cure, 
and it is the task of socialists to help build 
a healthy society, where people will be 
less likely driven to violent crime, and 
where social solidarity would exist as a 
general feature, not just in times of me¬ 
dia-fuelled hysteria • 

Renee Marsden 
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